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A review of the literature on paradigm development 
within academic fields revealed that researchers have drawn 
distinctions between disciplines with greater paradigm 
development (discussed as discipline-wide consensus) ana 
disciplines with lesser paradigm development. Several of 
these investigations centered on paradigm development and 
2 
evaluative criteria used by academic journal editors for 
judging scholarly work. The purpose of this study was to 
ascertain Speech Communication journal editors' opinions of 
paradigm development within their field. 
A two-part survey was developed and mailed to eleven 
editors of the major Speech Communication journals. Data 
generated from the survey were analyzed using a descriptive 
methodology. Part A of the questionnaire was a partial 
replication of Beyer's (1978) research concerning journal 
editors from ten major journals in four disciplines: 
Physics and Chemistry (greater paradigm-developed fields), 
and Sociology and Political Science (lesser paradigm-
developed fields). Degree of paradigm development within 
Speech Communication was examined through journal editor 
policies and practices concerning: difficulty in arriving 
a t dec i si ons f or accept ing or r ej ect i ng a manuscr ipt, 
article length, manuscript revision, and length of time 
between manuscript submission and publication. The mean, 
range, and mode statistics were used to derive editorial 
practices within Speech Communication. Mean scores from 
four fields investigated by Beyer (1978) were then descrip-
tively compared to mean scores from Speech Communication in 
order to see where Speech Communication fit on the continuum 
of greater to lesser paradigm development. 
Part B of the survey was initially tested through a 
Pilot Study administered to five faculty members in the 
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Department of Speech Communication, Portland State 
University. They were asked to nact as if they were editors 
of a major Speech Communication journal n for the purposes of 
completing the questionnaire. Respondents were requested to 
answer several open-ended questions related to their views 
of paradigm development in the field and to comment as to 
whether or not they believed paradigm was an indicator of 
discipline maturity. Data were content analyzed. Responses 
to the Pilot Study assisted in the conceptual refinement and 
placement of questions in Part B. Part A and Part B were 
then combined in the Survey of Editor~ questionnaire and 
administered to eleven Speech Communication editors-in-
chief. 
All of the editors completed and returned the survey. 
The results of the study showed that while Speech 
Communication journal edi tors believe there are paradigms 
operating within the discipline, they indicated a concern 
that paradigm development could preclude the maintenance of 
an eclectic perspective. Therefore, they do not think that 
paradigm is a sign of discipline maturity. In addition, the 
editors expressed a desire to improve the quality of 
scholarship within the field but that some kind of 
organizing principle is needed to facilitate this 
improvement. Finally, based on the results of this study, 
the discipline of Speech Communication was found to be a 
lesser-developed paradigm field. 
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INTRODUCTION 
In order for information generated through research to 
have any scientific or. social value it must be made avail-
able to others. In other words, "communication" is the key. 
Historically, academic knowledge has been diffused through 
numerous formal and informal channels of communication. 
Since the seventeenth century, the scholarly journal, a 
formal communication channel, has significantly contributed 
to the dissemination of learned information. It is through 
the journal publication process that contributions to know-
ledge are publicly recognized. In addition, scholarly 
fields are initiated and developed through the process of 
formal information exchange in that new areas of research 
are identified and various groups of scholars pursue them. 
Overall, the scholarly journal contains much of the current 
written documentation of what is accepted as legitimate 
issues, methods, and trends within a given discipline (other 
forms of dissemination include books, and informal communi-
cation channels such as association meetings or conferences, 
etc.). In essence, contents of journals emanating from 
specific fields can be thought of as the archives of the 
discipline, where the journals ~ the disciplines because 
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the journals store the cumulative knowledge of a particular 
community of scholars. 
Since Thomas Kuhn's seminal work, The Structure of 
Scientific Revolutions (1962), there has been increasing 
concern focused on the efficacy of scholarly research and 
reporting. This concern centers on the issue of the degree 
of paradigm development (often referred to as discipline-
wide consensus) within various academic fields and the 
influence this has on "criteria" for evaluating scholarly 
work, particularly journal manuscripts. Although Kuhn only 
described the "development" of the physical and natural 
sciences, an examination of the literature revealed that 
this concern has mushroomed into a major debate in the 
social sciences as well (e.g., Eckberg and Hill, 1979; 
Beyer, 1978; Pfeffer, Leong, and Strehl, 1977; Yoels, 1974). 
However, paradigm development has yet to be widely examined 
within Speech Communication. 
In light of the current interest in the concept of 
paradigm, this study was designed to (I) identify which 
paradigms may be found within the field of Speech Communica-
tion as reflected in the discipline's journals and (2) to 
determine the extent to which paradigm development affects 
formal communication channels within the discipline. While 
there are a number of definitions of paradigm, generally 
speaking, paradigm is defined here as an agreed upon per-
spective held by a community of scholars where theories, 
3 
models, methods, instruments and language are commonly 
defined, described and utilized. 
The "gatekeepers" of the journal publication process 
are the journal editors. They have the ultimate responsibi-
lity for accepting or rejecting manuscripts for publication. 
Because they are the pivotal link between scholars and 
manuscript selection, journal editors from eleven major 
Speech Communication journals were chosen as the subjects 
for this research project. 
Editors were surveyed through a mailed questionnaire 
to gain their opinion of paradigm development within Speech 
Communication. They were also asked to provide information 
regarding edi tor ial pol ic ies and pr act ices- (e.g., use of 
referees in judging manuscripts, number of manuscripts 
rejected, what they thought the intent of their journal was, 
evaluative criteria in judging scholarly work, etc.). 
Speech Communication journal editor responses to the survey 
concerning editorial policies and practices were looked at 
in relation to each other and then in relation to Beyer's 
(1978) investigation of journal editors from ten major jour-
nals in the disciplines of Physics, Chemistry, Sociology and 
Political Science. 
Chapter one focuses on a review of the literature and 
provides a conceptual background for the study. Areas cov-
ered in the review include (1) the function served by the 
scholarly journal in academic disciplines, (2) the roles of 
4 
journal editors and referees in manuscript selection, 
(3) the various definitions of paradigm, (4) paradigm 
development within different fields and (5) paradigm devel-
opment in the discipline of Speech Communication. 
In chapter two, the methods and procedures of the 
research project are delineated. Two hypotheses and four 
sub-hypotheses are identified along with an explanation of 
the design of the study. A step-by-step account of the 
rationale and selection of the sample; the development of 
the research instrument; the parameters of the content cate-
gories used to evaluate editor opinion of paradigm develop-
ment within Speech Communication; the testing of the 
research instrument and revisions made as a result of a 
pilot study; the descriptive methods of analysis used to 
evaluate editor responses to the questionnaire; the methods 
of comparison of Beyer's (1978) results to this project; and 
the procedures used to conduct the mail survey are 
discussed. 
Chapter three presents the results of the survey and 
an examination of Speech Communication in relation to 
Physics, Chemistry, Sociology and Political Science regard-
ing the degree of paradigm development in each discipline. 
The statistics used in the analysis of results reflect a 
descriptive and qualitative assessment and would not support 
any quantitative inference. 
Information in chapter four concerns the limitations 
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of the study, a summary of the study and suggestions for 
future research. 
The significance of this research lies in its unveil-
ing of the inner workings of a heretofore unexamined element 
of the field of Speech Communication and, therefore, 
provides insight into its knowledge production and dissemi-
nation process. It is hoped that as a result of this 
thesis, further research into the "communication" of infor-
mation within the scholarly community will be undertaken. 
Furthermore, it would be advantageous for the field of 
Speech Communication to include a previously ignored subject 
area--that of the analysis of communication among and 
between scholars as an area of academic pursuit. 
CHAPTER I 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
A review of the literature was undertaken in order to 
identify and understand the issues involved in manuscript 
selection within the journal publication process and to 
grasp the concept of paradigm development within academic 
fields. The following sections examine (1) the importance 
of the scholarly journal to academic disciplines, (2) the 
roles of journal editors and referees in evaluating manu-
scripts, (3) the concept of paradigm, (4) paradigm develop-
ment and the publishing process, and (5) paradigm develop-
ment and Speech Communication. 
I. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SCHOLARLY JOURNAL 
The exchange of knowledge is integral to the develop-
ment of an academic discipline. Cole and Cole (1973) ex-
plained the importance of the free flow of scholarly infor-
mation in this way: 
Scientific advance is dependent on the efficient 
communication of ideas. Plainly, only those discov-
er ies which corne to be known can have an impact on 
the development of science. Only then do they be-
come functionally relevant for the advance of 
science (p. 6). 
Berardo (1981) has said of the publication process: 
The journal publication process plays a central role 
in the accumulation, dissemination, and certifica-
tion of knowledge and the career histories of indi-
vidual scholars (p. 771). 
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The scholarly journal carne into existence during the 
seventeenth century as a communicative instrument of the 
newly established scientific societies. Prior to the jour-
nal, information was exchanged through sporadic letters, 
tracts, and books (Zuckerman and Merton, 1971). Because the 
journal was published as an extension of the Royal Society, 
the information printed in it was considered to be reliable. 
Zuckerman and Merton (1971) reported on the significance of 
the journal in relation to the scientific society: 
These organizations provided the structure of 
authority which transformed the mere printing of 
scientific work into its publication. From the 
earlier practice of merely putting manuscripts into 
print, without competent evaluation of their content 
by anyone except the author himself, there slowly 
developed the practice of having the substance of 
manuscripts legitimated, principally before publica-
tion although sometimes after, through evaluation by 
institutionally assigned and ostensibly competent 
reviewers. We see the slight beginnings of this in 
the first two scientific journals established just 
300 years ago within two months of each other: the 
Journal des Scayans in January 1665; the Philosophi-
cal Transactions of the Royal Society, in March of 
the same year. The Journal was a conglomerate pe-
riodical which catalogued books, published necrolo-
gies of famous persons, and cited major decisions of 
civil and religious courts as well as disseminating 
reports of experiments and observations in physics, 
chemistry, anatomy and meteorology. The Philosophi-
cal Transactions was a 'more truly scientific peri-
odical. •• excluding legal and theological matters but 
including especially the accounts of experiments 
conducted before the (Royal) Society' (p. 68). 
Crane (1972) has discussed the influence of institu-
tionalized publications as contributing to the "exponential 
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growth" of scholarly knowledge. She stated that it can be 
thought of as a "contagion" process where 
••• ear ly adopters infl uence later adopters, which in 
turn creates an exponential increase in the numbers 
of publications and the numbers of new authors 
entering the area. The rate of expansion will vary 
depending upon the number of people with whom each 
scientist has personal contact (p. 23). 
Ziman (1968) has stated that the journal is a benchmark of 
an evolving field: 
The hallmark of a new discipline is the establish-
ment of a specialized journal catering to the schol-
arly needs of its exponents. It constitutes an act 
of solidarity and solidity, and polarizes the sub-
ject around it (p. 105). 
The creation and institutionalization of the journal, then, 
has been quite beneficial to the development of knowledge in 
that " ••• findings could be permanently secured, errors in 
the transmission of precise knowledge were greatly reduced 
and intellectual property rights registered in print" (Zuck-
erman and Merton 1971, p. 69). Although it took awhile 
before scholars were motivated to share their research find-
ings, the journal, more than any other development, estab-
lished open communication among academics as a primary 
scientific norm. 
One reward for sharing information is professional 
recognition; that is, giving and being given credit where 
credit is due. Hagstrom (1965) has explained that scholarly 
journals provide an outlet for " ••• an exchange of social 
recognition for information" (p. 13) and that this exchange 
" ••• binds donors and recipients in a community of values" 
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(p. 23). Cole and Cole (1973) have shown that frequency of 
citation is a fairly stable measure of the impact of schol-
arly work and is strongly related to professional recogni-
tion. The Coles, focusing on the social stratificatif)n of 
science, found that quality of research, not quantity, is a 
better predictor of citation frequency in the physical 
sciences. They state that because physical scientists' 
promotions often hinge on their publication prowess (as 
cited and listed in the Science Citation Index -- a cumula-
tive record of cited scholarly works), citations are common-
ly used as criteria for judging professional work quality. 
Publishing one's work in a scholarly journal not only 
gives one academic recognition, it also affords others the 
opportunity to build upon work done. In addition, 
Getting published is a recognized and highly suc-
cessful means for (a) enhancing personal recognition 
and prestige, (b) earning job secur i ty and advance-
ment, (c) enhancing future chances of research fund-
ing and further publication, and (d) staking a pub-
licly respected priority claim on some idea or 
discovery (Mahoney 1976, p. 79). 
Ironically, relatively few involved in research "publish 
half of the total scientific literature" (Cole and Cole 
1973, p. 75). Ziman (1976) has also investigated the ques-
tion of lihQ is publishing and found: 
••• most 'scientists' have published no more than one 
scientific paper: only about 1% of the scientific 
community have published more than ten papers (which 
would be the least expected of someone of profes-
sional standing): only one scientist in a thousand 
publishes as many as a hundred papers in his 
lifetime ••• (p. 105). 
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However, the small percentage of scholars actually publish-
ing raises questions about the policies, procedures, and 
practices of academic publishing. What is the structure of 
the publishing process that encourages or discourages publi-
cation? What elements within the publishing system exert 
control over the process? 
The preceding discussion has shown that the importance 
of the scholarly journal as a formal communicative tool for 
the development of an academic discipline and the documenta-
tion of thought can be discerned in the variety of functions 
it serves for the discipline. That is, (1) knowledge is 
promoted through swift publication and secured in history 
through written form, (2) the journal makes known important 
theoretical, empirical and hermeneutic advancement, 
(3) publishing one's work involves a certain degree of 
social interaction between investigators with similar 
interests, and (4) published articles act as encouragement 
for further work (Zuckerman and Merton, 1971). Accordingly, 
for most of its history, the scholarly journal has provided 
the major formal outlet and focal point for academic infor-
mation sharing and has served, in this way, as the basis for 
knowledge dissemination and academic development within the 
disciplines. But, who decides what gets published? Manu-
scripts are submitted to journals for publication and are 
initially reviewed by journal editors. If the manuscript is 
acceptable at a basic level it is typically sent to referees 
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to be either accepted or rejected. The following segment of 
this literature review examines the roles journal editors 
and referees assume as the screen in the publishing process. 
II. THE JOURNAL EDITOR AND REFEREEING SYSTEM 
While there are a number of components that make up 
the process of publication in journals - the referees, the 
manuscript, the author (Mahoney, 1976) - none is more impor-
tant than the journal editor. As the gatekeeper to the 
journal, editors more than any other factor exert control 
over scholarly information dissemination and the access to 
the means of professional recognition for individual 
scholars. The task of the editor is to evaluate the authen-
ticity, academic merit, and methodological soundness of a 
given work based on standardized criteria. It is through 
this process of manuscript evaluation and publication that 
scholarly norms are identified, established, transmitted, 
and maintained within a community of scholars. Mahoney 
(1976) succinctly describes the significance of the editor 
in this way: 
••• the most underrated figure in the science game is 
the journal editor. He controls the very life lines 
of science and in his hands may rest the fates of 
ideas as well as persons. In contemporary research, 
the unpublished thought is virtually impotent. 
Without communication to the professional community, 
it will seldom harvest either personal or technical 
advancement. It is the journal editor who ultimate-
ly decides what and who gets published (p. 88-89). 
12 
The editor, however, is not the only evaluating force 
within the structure of journal publication; there is also 
the widely used mechanism of the referee system. Zuckerman 
and Merton (1971) define the system as: 
••• the systematic use of judges to assess the 
acceptability of manuscripts submitted for publica-
tion. The referee is thus an example of status-judges who are charged with evaluating the quality 
of role-performance in a social system (p. 66). 
This system of status-judges involves a form of peer review 
which, by its very nature, helps to instill and maintain 
academic standards and norms. Through their evaluations of 
performance and allocation of rewards (e.g., acceptance of a 
manuscript), referees are considered vital for the effective 
development of science. Ziman (1968) suggests that the 
value of referees lies in the maintenance of responsible 
scholarly inquiry and reporting: 
The fact is that the publication of scientific 
papers is by no means unconstrained. An article in 
a reputable journal does not merely represent the 
o pin ion s 0 fit s aut h 0 r; it be a r s the imlll..im.atJu. 0 f 
scientific authenticity, as given to it by the edi-
tor and the referees he may have consulted (p. 148). 
As important as referees are to the manuscript evalua-
tion process, there is no uniform procedure across journals 
for editor selection of referees. Gordon (1980) explained 
that in the earth, physical, and chemical sciences, editors 
expect referees to be "both up-to-date and competent in the 
specialism covered by the paper" (p. 263). In the social 
sciences both specialists and nonspecialists are incorpo-
rated into the review process (Smigel and Ross, 1970). 
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Gordon (1980) identified three typical methods of referee 
selection: 
The first system is that of maintaining a board, or 
panel, of editors, each of whom deals with a parti-
cular area within the journal coverage... The second 
method is that of maintaining a staff of full-time 
assistant editors who select referees using special-
ly developed files containing the names and areas of 
specialized competence of researchers approved of by 
their senior part-time editors ••• The third factor 
affecting the frequency with which editors are able 
to select referees without reference to any other 
source is the extent of the editor's experience; 
both as an editor of the journal in question and as 
a member of the research .community served by the 
journal (pp. 266-267) • 
Generally speaking then, referees are selected on the basis 
that they employ scholarly standards to evaluate 
manuscr ipts. undertaking the responsibility of using "ob-
jective" criteria is what makes referees an integral part of 
the manuscript review process. 
It is through editor and referee assessment that 
scholarly norms are identified, established, transmitted, 
and maintained within the community of scholars. However, 
as Lockwood (1977) has pointed out, scholarly standards and 
"norms of the field" are not clear nor agreed upon by all: 
••• scholarly standards are a very elusive set of 
qualities. While we can identify a number of com-
ponent aspects, most of us would be at a loss to 
codify the absolutes that we - much less our col-
leagues in scholarship or scholarly publishing -
would defend as the scholarly standards by which we 
measure all scholarly things (pp. 6-7). 
Thus, just what the criteria are for evaluating scholarly 
work is not easily identified and certainly may not be the 
same across disciplines, which brings up yet another 
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problem--consensus in evaluative criteria. 
Zuckerman and Merton (1971) illustrated the great 
diversity of editorial policies through an investigation of 
rejection rates across journals in the physical sciences, 
the social sciences and the humanities. They found that in 
fields where editors, reviewers, and authors do not share 
norms of what constitutes adequate scholarship, rejection 
rates were significantly higher. In particular, the humani-
ties and the social/behavioral sciences had higher rates of 
immediate rejection at the editorial level than did the 
physical science journals. As Zuckerman and Merton 
conclude: 
The influx of manuscripts judged to be beyond all 
hope of scholarly rede~ption testifies to the ambi-
guity and the wide range of dispersion of standards 
of scholarship in the disciplines, all apart from 
the question whether the institutionally legitimated 
editors and referees or the would-be contributors 
are exercising better judgment. We do not know the 
comparative frequency of these reportedly unsal-
vageable manuscripts in different fields but the 
testimony of editors suggests that it is consider-
ably higher in the humanities and the social 
sciences (p. 78). 
Traditionally, the question of criteria has been dis-
cussed within the context of the concept of "paradigm devel-
opment" within academic disciplines. Taken from Thomas 
Kuhn's The structure of Scientific Reyolutions (1962), the 
notion of paradigm has captured the imagination and interest 
of a large number of scholars across the physical, natural 
and social sciences. While Kuhn was primarily concerned 
with explaining the manner in which the hard sciences 
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"developed and progressed," the question of "discipline 
development" has gained wide acceptance in a variety of 
fields. It is to this concept of paradigm and its relation 
to "agreed-upon criteria" for evaluating scholarly work that 
we now turn. 
III. THE CONCEPT OF PARADIGM 
In 1962 Thomas Kuhn's use of the term paradigm touched 
off a flurry of discussions that continue to this day. The 
dictionary definition of paradigm refers to pattern, model 
or example. Similarly, for Kuhn (1962), paradigm involves 
"puzzle solutions" which act as "exemplars" for solving 
further problems in normal science. Kuhn attaches this idea 
of "exemplar" to a broader explication of paradigm when he 
describes it as " ••• the entire constellation of beliefs, 
values, techniques, and so on shared by the members of a 
given community" (Kuhn 1970, p. 175). He combines the above 
ideas in his overall definition of the term, as: " . ••• unl-
versally recognized scientific achievements that for a time 
provide model problems and solutions to a community of 
practitioners" (Kuhn 1970, p. viii). Thus, exemplar and 
world view/organizing principle appear important elements 
for Kuhn regarding his notion of paradigm. However, a great 
controversy concerning the precise definition of paradigm 
has raged since the first publication of his book in 1962. 
It appears that greatest agreement about the term, 
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"paradigm," centers around the fact that there is very 
little agreement as to what Thomas Kuhn meant (both in terms 
of definition and its intended application) when he used the 
term to characterize the scientific development of a disci-
pline. In the forthcoming discussion, "paradigm" will be 
used as though there is some sort of scholarly consensus as 
to what the word describes. Moreover, this section will not 
consider the validity of Kuhn's overall analysis of revolu-
tionary versus normal science, but rather, how the community 
of scholars have appropriated his idea of paradigm to 
describe the state of the art of their respective fields. 
In an analysis of Kuhn's idea of paradigm, Margaret 
Masterman (1970) attributed three general conceptual frame-
works for paradigm: (1) metaparadigm, (2) sociological, and 
(3) construct, based on twenty-one different ways Kuhn 
referred to paradigm. Masterman explained that paradigm 
used in the metaparadigm sense refers to a metaphysical 
world-view. This understanding is typically surmised f~om 
Kuhn's reference to " ••• a set of beliefs, ••• a myth ••• a new 
way of seeing ••• an organizing principle governing perception 
itse1f. .. " (Masterman 1970, p. 65). The sociological sense 
of paradigm is alluded to in Kuhn's description of a set of 
habits and "concrete scientific achievements" (Kuhn 1962, p. 
10-11). Furthermore, in the sociological and metaparadigm 
senses, paradigm is prior to theory, at times being all 
pervasive (e.g., almost ideology), and in no way equates 
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with theory. The construct perspective of paradigm, how-
ever, is explained by Masterman to be "less than a theory" 
(p. 67). The £Qn~~~~£~ view of paradigm relates to 
"exemplar", where the artifacts of research (e.g., text-
books, instruments, etc.) aid in subsequent puzzle solving. 
Masterman cites construct as the "real" explanation of 
Kuhn's use of paradigm. She concludes that many scholars 
have embraced the metaparadigm sense of paradigm and have 
therefore missed the true contribution of Kuhn's promise. 
In contrast to Masterman, Gutting (1980) finds Kuhn's 
definition of paradigm to be explicit. He refers to the 
definitions given by Kuhn and explains that the key to 
paradigm lies in the consensus of the community of scholars 
encompassing the three "senses" Masterman identified (meta-
paradigm, sociological, construct). Gutting contends that 
paradigm should not be pigeonholed to given "rules" since 
the idea itself far exceeds such limitations. In addition, 
Gutting's explanation of Kuhnian consensus emphasizes that 
it does not equate with mere "agreement", but rather, an 
"unquestioned" acceptance of theory and method by a commu-
nity of scholars which virtually negates the need for fur-
ther conversation. This "consensus", then, frees the disci-
pline's practitioners to address the business at hand; that 
is, puzzle solving within the paradigm. Gutting explained 
that consensus is derived from " ••• concrete instances of 
highly successful scientific practice that exemplifies the 
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way science is done within that oiscipline ll (p. 14). 
Based on an analysis of the literature pertai!1ing to 
the use to which the concept of paradigm hQ.s been put, it is 
Gutting's broader and more inclusive interpretation of 
consensus that is most popular. This conceptualization of 
paradigm has been utilized most frequently within the social 
sciences. Many social scientists have embraced "paradigm 
development" as a way to measure discipline maturity. 
As an example, Eckberg and Hill (1979) analyzed the 
use of paradigm in Sociology. They examined twelve sets of 
IIparadigms" identified within the field (Westhues, 1976; 
Bottomore, 1975; Ritzer, 1975; Denisoff, Callahan and 
Levine, 1974; Lehman and Young, 1974; Sherman, 1974; 
Carroll, 1972; Effrat, 1972; Kuklick, 1972; Walsh, 1972; 
Douglas, 1971; Friedrichs, 1970) and determined that none of 
these reviews of the field adequately demonstrated either 
exemplar or consensus definitions of paradigm. They 
concluded that Sociology does not have paradigms and, there-
fore, is not a mature discipline. They further concluded 
that studies attempting to incorporate the Kuhnian perspec-
tive of paradigm as a measure of the maturity of Sociology 
are misguided. In their view, Sociclogy is not a mature 
discipline. Gutting (1980) also evaluated the degree of 
paradigm development within the social sciences using his 
definition of paradigm as consensus. His conclusion was 
that consensus within the social sciences has been cursory 
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at best, consequently, the social sciences are not "mature" 
sciences. 
Discipline maturity in this sense has been opera-
tionalized to mean the degree of consensus within a field 
regarding rules, procedures, and standards for evaluati~n 
and the influence this consensus has on the use of "univer-
salistic" or "particularistic" criteria in evaluating schol-
arly work. Universalism (or the use of univerEalistic cri-
teria) means that, within the exercise of scholarly roles: 
actors should make judgments based on scientific 
considerations of merit, rather than on particular-
istic and ascriptive criteria determined by personal 
preferences of the judge or characteristics aS~j­
ciated with a person being judged, such as social 
background, sex, status, or membership in a particu-
lar group (Beyer 1978, p. 68-69). 
Particularism refers to subjective evaluative criteria based 
on the author's social and professional status rather than 
the merit of his/her work. A manuscript is judged according 
to who the author is (e.g., "institutional affiliation, 
personal knowledge of the person, and position within the 
professional association" Beyer 1978, p. 73) not by what 
he/she has contributed. On the other hand, universalism 
assumes the existence of generally held criteria within a 
scholarly field or across fields that can be generally 
applied. This means that different scholars would come to 
similar conclusions when judging a given piece of scholarly 
work. The degree of consensus (or paradigm development) 
within a field "determines the degree to which universal-
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istically held criteria exist" upon which scholars can base 
their judgments concerning the work of other scholars (Beyer 
1978, p. 69). 
It is this interpretation of paradigm, tbat is, as an 
indicator of discipline maturity as evidenced in discipline-
wide consensus regarding standards for evaluating schclarly 
work that has been linked to the publishing process. Con-
sensus in these studies has been operationalized to mean 
journal editorial policies and practices (e.g., acceptance 
and rejection rates of manuscripts across disciplines where 
low rejection rates are used as indicators of universalism 
and paradigm development). It is these studies that are 
discussed in the next section of this literature review. 
IV. PARADIGM DEVELOPMENT AND THE PUBLISHING PROCESS 
During the last ten years, there have been numerous 
research efforts to determine paradigm development within 
various disciplines in both the hard and soft sciences. In 
particular Beyer, 1978; Pfeffer, Leong and Strehl, 1977; 
Yoels, 1974; and Lodahl and Gordon, 1972 were all interested 
in measuring degrees of paradigm development within their 
respective fields. In these studies, the "consensus" defi-
nition of paradigm development is emphasized. Research 
conducted by Zuckerman and Merton (1971) concerning the 
refereeing process will also be included in this discussion. 
While their work does not explicitly address paradigm, other 
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authors have linked Zuckerman and Merton's discussion of 
consensus to paradigm. 
Beyer (1978) examined editorial policies and practices 
among the major journals of physics, chemistry, sociology 
and political science in order to compare their degree of 
paradigm development. Paradigm developme~t was found by 
measuring the extent to which these journals reflect the use 
of universalistic vs. particularistic criteria in judging 
scholarly manuscripts. Beyer's study elicited some high 
correlations between physical science paradigmatic develop-
ment and the use of universalistic criteria. She also found 
that lesser developed paradigm fields used more particular-
istic criteria to judge submitted articles. Beyer points 
out that these findings are reflected in both the rate of 
acceptance and the length of time between submission and 
rejection or acceptance. That is, "the length of time 
between submission and publication is more than twice as 
long in the social sciences as it is for the physical 
science journals" (p. 80-81). Beyer concluded that: 
••• physical science editors and referees are con-
cerned with rejecting a manuscript which should have 
been published, while social science editors and 
referees are concerned with preventing publication 
of something that should have been rejected. They 
are looking for something in a submission that jus-
tifies not publishing the article, and given the low 
consensus in the social sciences over many issues, 
they usually find it (p. 81-82). 
This conclusion is reflected in her measured acceptance 
rates: in Physics it is 65%; in Chemistry it is 71%~ in 
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Sociology, 13%; and in Political Science it is 13% (1:.77). 
In addition, the "clearly unacceptable" manuscripts were 
minimal in Physics and Chemistry, whereas, manuscripts which 
covered a questionable topic or were deficient in methojo-
logy or writing style were much mere frequent in the social 
sciences. 
Thus, Beyer, in her analysis of universalism end par-
ticularism within the four fields of scholarship found more 
consensus among the physical science journal editors who 
were assessed as employing more universalistic criteria to 
judge scholarly work. She cited low rejection rates; agree-
ment on terms, definitions, symbols and comparisons; less 
space required per journal article; less manuscript 
revision; and shorter time periods between submissions and 
publication as indicators of consensus. 
Pfeffer, et al., (1977) examined the use of particu-
larism in three fields: Chemistry, Sociology and Political 
Science. Their data were generated from the contents of 15 
journals (five from each discipline) over a time period 
spanning 1963 to 1972. They compared institutional affilia-
tion and editor decisions to publish. The institutional 
affiliations of the editors, authors, and editorial board 
members were analyzed to assess its impact on evaluations of 
manuscripts and decisions to publish. They found that 
"uncertainty and dissensus increase the likelihood of parti-
cular istic decision-making" (p. 949). 
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Yoels (1974) also conside:ed particularism in edito-
rial policies as an indicator as a lack of paradigm devElop-
mente He evaluated journal editorial appointment patterns 
in seven disciplines (Physics, Chemistry, Biology, Econom-
ics, Psychology, Poli tical Science, and Sociology). He 
concluded from his data that the political underpinnings of 
the social sciences preempt their achieving consensus and 
therefore, they rely on particularism for thei r eval ua ti ve 
criteria when judging scholarly work. Based on his study, 
Yoels maintains that there are no paradigms in the social 
sciences. 
Lodahl and Gordon (1972) measured the perceived degree 
of consensus within four academic fields. A questionnaire 
was sent to professors in physics, chemistry, sociology and 
political science. Respondents ranked seven disciplines 
according to their perceptions of paradigm development 
achieved in each field. Again, the physical and natural 
sciences were thought to have greater paradigm development 
than the social sciences. Lodahl and Gordon contend that: 
••• high consensus found in hish-paradigm fields en-
hances predictability in at least two ways: (1) it 
provides an accepted and shared vocabulary for dis-
cussing the content of the field; and (2) it 
provides an accumulation of detailed information 
(scientific findings) on what has been successful in 
the past (p. 61). 
Zuckerman and Merton (1971) also examined rates of 
acceptance and rejection of manuscripts submitted to 83 
scholarly journals from several disciplines. They found 
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that, within the physical and natural sciences, there was 
more consensus than in the social sciences and more agree-
ment on scholarly work in the social sciences than in the 
hum ani ties. They reported relatively few rejections of 
manuscripts in the physical sciences versus an 80% rejection 
rate in the social science disciplines studied. Their data 
indicated that journals in the humanities have the highest 
rates of rejection followed by the social and behavioral 
sciences. The physical, chemical, and biological sciences 
had the lowest rates of rejection, "running to no more than 
a third of the rates found in the humanities" (Zuckerman and 
Merton 1971, p. 75). Although Zuckerman and Merton never 
explicitly linked this conclusion to paradigm development or 
consensus, it is believed by many scholars that their 
research can be interpreted as a study of paradigm develop-
ment (Berardo, 1981; Gutting, 1980; Ruben and Wiemann, 1979; 
Yoels, 1974). Zuckerman and Merton found that decision 
rules of accepting or rejecting manuscripts fOllowed a pat-
tern according to a given discipline. Beyer found this same 
phenomenon and related it to degrees of paradigm develop-
ment. Zuckerman and Merton described it in this way: 
There are intimations in the data also that the 
editors and referees of journals with markedly dif-
ferent rates of rejection tend to adopt different 
decision-rules and so are subject, when errors of 
judgment occur, to different kinds of error ••• The 
editorial staff of high-rejection journals evidently 
prefer to run the risk of rejecting manuscripts 
which the wider community of scholars ••• would 
consider publ ishable (or even, perhaps, important) 
••• rather than run the risk of publishing papers 
that will be widely j~dg€d to be s~b-standard. The 
editorial staff of low-rtjecticn journals, where 
external evidence suggests that th~ decisions of 
scientists to submit papers are based Or! standards 
widely shared in the field, apparently prefer to 
risk errors ••• of the second kind: occasionally to 
publish papers that do not measure up rather th3.n to 
overlook work that may turn out to be original and 
significant ••• Put in terms reminiscent of another 
institutional sphere, the decision-rule in high-
rejection journals seems to be when in doubt, 
reject: in low-rejection journals, when in doubt, 
accept (p. 78). 
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Based on the above statement, Yoels (1974) concluded that 
the Zuckerman and Merton study should be categorized as an 
investigation of consensus. He remarked that: 
••• consensus or lack of consensus on scholarship is 
not necessarily synonomous with consensus or a lack 
of consensus on paradigms: however, the 'scholar-
ship' of authors holding to paradigms other than 
one's own is often held to be suspect. To some 
extent, then, the two phenomena of 'consensus on 
scholarship' and 'consensus on paradigms' overlap 
(p. 265). 
As can be seen from this review of the literature, in 
general, j ournal editorial practices are highly related to 
deg r ee of consensus within a schol a r ly di seipl ine. I t can 
be concluded that, in those disciplines with less paradigm-
atic development and consensus, rejection rates are high, 
particularistic criteria are u3ed more often in judging 
scholarly work, and paradigm dissens~s leads to more varia-
bility and inequity in the review system. Thus, editorial 
decisions concerning acceptance or rejection of a manu-
script, and therefore the access to academic rewards based 
on peer recognition (e.g., number of published articles, 
frequency of citation by other authors, etc.), are far more 
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unpredictable in disciplines with less consensus. For exam-
ple, a number of investigators found that neminent" authors 
were more likely to receive quick reviews and were less 
likely to be asked for major revisions of their work than 
less well-known scholars (e.g., Mahoney, 1976; Zuckerman and 
Merton, 1971; Merton, 1968; Cole and Cole, 1967). As Zuck-
erman and Merton state: 
Although rank and authority in science are acguired 
through past performance, once acquired, they then 
tend to be ascribed (for an indeterminate duration) 
(p. 81). 
The general conclusion about paradigm development is that 
the physical and natural sciences operate within fairly well 
developed paradigms while the social sciences have not 
established such agreement. As a consequence, scholars 
within the social science disciplines would more likely be 
judged using particularistic criteria concerning the con-
duct, reporting, and evaluation of their research. 
The obvious next question, then, is: To what degree 
does paradigm development or consensus operate within the 
discipline of Speech Communication? As stated earlier, this 
issue is still a relatively unexamined area in the field. 
The next section explores the implications of paradigm 
development for the field of Speech Communication. 
v. PARADIGM AND SPEECH COMMUNICATION 
Even though Speech Communication has been referred to 
as a developing scientific discipline (Miller, 1981; Tucker, 
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Weaver, and Berryman-Fink, 1981; Marlier, 1980; Delia, 1979; 
Gouran, 1979; Bochner, 1977), its genesis can be traced to 
ancient Greece: "the earliest recorded theories of human 
communication are those of Plato and Aristotle in the fifth 
century B.C." (Harper 1979, p. 1). However, as an emerging 
discipline, Speech Communication has been, for the most 
part, non-self-reflective (Ruben and Wiemann, 1979; Bochner, 
1977). That is, it has yet to undergo a process of critical 
self-reflection. Why this is the case has not been fully 
explored but many attribute this lack of self-examination to 
the amount of disagreement regarding the "character" of the 
field itself among its practitioners. Speech Communication, 
however, was not always in this condition. During the '50's 
and '60's, the field could boast about the high degree of 
agreement concerning intellectual focus and scholarly direc-
tion evident in the discipline. Bochner (1977) has 
described the "state of the art" at that time: 
Communication research was once a very orderly 
enterprise. Throughout the 1950's and '60's the 
building block view of science, first cUltivated by 
the Vienna Circle and later championed by experi-
mental social psychology, stood unchallenged as the 
philosophical and methodological edifice for scien-
tific investigations of communication. Most commun-
ication research during this period was modeled on 
the studies conducted by Hovland's Yale communica-
tion research team in the post World War II era. 
The research paradigm was the experimental, linear 
causality model. Independent variables were manipu-
lated and their single, additive, or joint impact on 
an isolated dependent variable was measured. It was 
assumed that scientific knowledge could be accumu-
lated progressively and that the steady methodo-
logical accumulation of facts would withstand the 
tests of t~me (p.324). 
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Today, consensus of approach and certainty of methods 
are not part of the discipline's demeanor. The traditional 
dependence on already established disciplines, methods, and 
theories, has resulted in what Bochner (1977) has labeled 
Speech Communication's "identity crisis". 
Historically, communication scholars cast in the 
scientific mold have relied on the theoretical and 
methodological advances of neighboring disciplines, 
e.g., social and clinical psychology, group sociolo-
gy, psycholinguistics, and social anthropology, to 
guide their research. Over the years, this depend-
ence grew into an intellectual bondage and resulted 
in a serious identity crisis still with us today 
(p. 329). 
Based on an internal review of the discipline, it is clear 
that Speech Communication professionals in the field have 
not settled on what communication is, nor is there agreement 
concerning which theories, models, or methodologies are 
appropriate for use within the discipline (Miller, 1981; 
Tucker, et al., 1981; Ruben and Wiemann, 1979; Bochner, 
1977; Delia, 1977; Fisher, 1977; Pearce, 1977; Rossiter, 
1977) • 
However, in spite of this seeming lack of consensus 
and confusion in definition, Speech Communication appears to 
be a widely expanding field. Paulson (1980) describes the 
strengths of the discipline as follows: 
The vitality of speech communication may be seen in 
three areas: the expansion of published research, 
the recognition of the field for national educa-
tional planning, and the growth of doctoral study 
(p. 320). 
He also commented on the growth in the number of Speech 
Communication journals: 
Since the Ouarterly Journal of Speech was estab-
lished in 1915, the number of journals devoted to 
publication of communication research has grown to 
thirteen, with an output in 1974, for example, of 
some 480 studies and articles (p. 321). 
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Bochner (1977) also had an opinion on the increasing expan-
sion of the field: 
There are more journals publishing communication 
research than ever. Some highlight social rele-
vance; others focus on conceptual analysis; still 
others favor systems analysis or mathematical model-
ing; almost all publish empirical research. The 
historic tendency to scatter human communication 
research unsystematically across the behavioral and 
social disciplines may, as a result, soon begin to 
diminish ••• One note of optimism signified by the 
journals with communication in their titles is the 
emergence of a support system for communication 
researchers. A support system is important to a 
discipline because it makes possible a sense of 
community among scholars with common interests and 
goals. Only a few years ago, empirical researchers 
in speech communication looked with reverence at 
their counterparts in social psychology. If there 
has been any dramatic change among communication 
researchers it has been in their sense of compe-
tence, and confidence in the quality and importance 
of their scholarship (p. 331). 
Speech Communication is an emerging discipline, com-
manding a wider and wider audience, involving greater num-
bers of scholars in its research and knowledge development. 
Rossiter (1977) characterizes Speech Communication as a 
"discipline with a developing scientific community that is 
moving from the aparadigmatic stage into the preparadigm-
atic" (p. 72). Rossiter (1977) in his analysis of the 
status of Speech Communication's paradigmatic development 
has defined paradigm as: 
••• a world view about how theoretical work should be 
done in a particular subject area which is shared by 
those who actually do theoretical work in that sub-
ject area. It includes agreements about: assump-
tions about the nature of the subject areas or 
phenomenon about which theory is being built; vari-
ables which are most important for study to under-
stand the phenomenon about which theory is being 
built; and acceptable methods for supporting asser-
tions about the phenomenon about which theory is 
being built (p. 70). 
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He describes "aparadigmatic" as the period before paradigm 
development and "preparadigmatic" as the period of building 
toward discipline maturity where "conflicting paradigms 
exist and are battling for supremacy within a discipline" 
(p.71). Based on this literature review, it would appear 
that Rossiter's assessment is accurate. The question for 
this thesis, then is: What paradigms are in conflict within 
Speech Communication? 
Several authors have delineated two primary schools of 
thought within the field of Speech Communication. Bowers 
(1982) discusses the two as the "motion" school and the 
lIaction ll school. Tucker, et al., (1981) influenced by 
Borden and Stone (1976) relate a similar dichotomy in their 
description of "behavioristic" and IIhumanistic" approaches 
to inquiry. In these labels and descriptions, the authors 
refer to the ideas as paradigms. 
Bowers (1982) describes the two paradigms of Speech 
Communication in this way: 
In the 'motion' school scholars search for causes 
(or more loosely, covariates of communicative pro-
cesses (cf. Cushman, 1977; Miller, 1978; Sanders & 
Martin, 1975). Within this school, disagreements 
exist about the value of hypothetical constructs, 
the operationalization of constructs and the virtues 
of prediction versus explanation. Consensus exists 
within the school on the use of controlled observa-
tion and mathematical logics (to get from data to 
inference), though some scholars grant that in the 
exploratory stages of research mathematical logics 
are unjustified (e.g., Browning, 1978, using methods 
suggested by Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 
The 'action' school teems with diversity, disagree-
ment, and even confusion. Disagreements exist about 
the role of conceptual analysis versus scrutiny of 
data, the meanings of central theoretical constructs 
(such as 'rule'), the necessity of desirability of 
constructs such as 'unique self,' and the possibili-
ty of general explanation. Consensus exists in the 
assumption that human intentionality is central to 
communication (pp. 19-20). 
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Tucker, et al., (1981) make similar distinctions where the 
behavioristic approach includes: 
1. A mechanistic learning model 
2. Behavior is externally controlled by the 
environment 
3. Behavior is predictable because of environmental 
conditioning 
4. Skinnerian approach 
5. Speech communication as science/communication 
6. Descriptive/Empirical/Experimental methodologies 
(p. 275) 
and the humanistic approach refers to: 
1. A cognitive emotional model 
2. Behavior is internally controlled by the person 
3. Behavior is unpredictable because of freedom of 
choice 
4. Rogerian approach 
5. Speech communication as art/rhetoric 
6. Descriptive/Historical-Critical methodologies 
(p. 275). 
One of the interests of this study was to determine if 
there were any other paradigms recognized within the disci-
pline. For instance, would Speech Communication journal 
editors identify a paradigm operating within the field, that 
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is, a world view that elicits an adherence to specific 
theories, models, instruments, and language, that could not 
be pigeonholed in either the action/behavioristic or motion/ 
hUmanistic modes? Too, do journal editors recognize the two 
paradigms discussed in the literature as the paradigms of 
the field? These questions are based on the assumption that 
understanding the configurations of a discipline is an 
important achievement for the development of a discipline. 
These questions are also important to the direction of 
scholarship. While membership in an emerging, or prepara-
digmatic, discipline can be an exciting and rewarding intel-
lectual endeavor, confusion about standards for scholarship 
may inhibit the qualitative development of a field. Bochner 
(1977) has identified one of the main problems for scholars 
in emerging disciplines: 
The absence of a monolithic framework poses a 
serious dilemma for communication scholars. Anyone 
who wishes to remain on the cutting edges of the 
discipline must keep abreast of a wide and diversi-
fied array of scholarship. Yet, one must not sacri-
fice depth for breadth, lest one be rendered incap-
able of differentiating the conceptually deep from 
the technically shallow (p. 325). 
As has been shown in the previous discussion, dis sensus 
within a discipline is not necessarily conducive to its 
progress. 
To recapitulate, disciplinary development is based on 
the free exchange of ideas and, as such, effective communi-
cation among scholars may be inhibited by the conflicts 
concerning adequate scholarship. MacRae (1976) has said, 
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"Disciplines, whether they are called 'sciences' or not, are 
organized systems of communication among trained persons and 
undergo modification through the contributions of those 
persons" (p. 6). Littlejohn (1982) underscores this point 
by stating: 
••• scholarship is fundamentally a social activity. 
By this I mean that scholarship is built on the work 
of others and is sustained through interaction with-
in the communi ty. We learn our methods f rom other 
scholars, and our ideas are tested and criticized by 
others. Theories develop, grow, and change based on 
the scrutiny of colleagues within a field (p. 243). 
The significance of the journal, the primary formal 
communication channel of the disciplines, has been elabo-
rated in the beginning of this literature review. Mullins 
(1973), in his examination of the publication process in 
relation to scientific innovation notes: 
The social organization of science is built around 
oral and written communication ••• Changes in communi-
cation structure can produce changes in the struc-
ture of disciplines and specialities and eventual 
reorganization of the scientific community (p. 36). 
Thus, the scholarly journal provides one of the most impor-
tant forums for communication among academics. However, the 
journal publication process has virtually gone unexamined by 
Speech Communication practitioners. Commenting on this 
dearth of scholarly interest in their own discipline's 
development, Ruben and Wiemann (1979) state: 
The study of the growth, development, and maturation 
of academic disciplines, paradigms, and writings has 
attracted the interest of very few communication 
scholars. This is somewhat surprising since the 
process by which scholarly work is diffused among 
members of a field and becomes accepted is essen-
tially communicative in nature (p. 47). 
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Because Speech Communication is in its developmental 
stages and there is controversy surrounding the direction 
the field should take, it would seem to be a prudent step to 
begin to evaluate the issue of paradigm development as a 
means of addressing the qualitative growth of the disci-
pline. As an unexplored area within the field, it is appar-
ent that much needs to be done. 
Since the editors of the journals within Speech Commu-
nication are the knowledge brokers and "gatekeepers" to 
scholarly publication, it is reasonable to assume that they 
could provide the most accurate information regarding the 
publishing process. Additionally, because of their central 
role in the disposition of manuscripts, it is fair to say 
that they also would be representative of the degree of 
paradigm development and consensus within the field. Edi-
tors are personally responsible for soliciting articles, 
screening manuscripts, selecting referees, corresponding 
with authors, and copy editing. The final rationale for 
selecting Speech Communication journal editors as subjects 
in this exploratory research is the precedent set in the 
social sciences (cf. Beyer, 1978; Pfeffer, et al., 1977; 
Yoels, 1974; Crane, 1967). 
This study, while limited in scope, is an initial step 
in such an evaluation. Such studies are vital to the field 
in that assessing the state of one1s academic "art" aids in 
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the future development and direction of the discipline by 
providing insight into the current conditions within the 
field. In addition, an adequate understanding of journal 
publication policies and practices in Speech Communication 
are necessary if the discipline is to positively and con-
structively fulfill its knowledge production and dissemi-
nation function. Publication is more than mere reporting of 
research, it is a form of social interaction among a commu-
nity of scholars that influences and is influenced by the 
social context. From this formal communication procedure 
comes the "knowledge" produced by the Speech Communication 
community. It is for these reasons that Speech Communica-
tion should begin looking at the communication processes of 
scholars. 
This thesis addresses the following questions: (1) 
which paradigm (or paradigms) are operating within the field 
of Speech Communication and (2) to what extent does degree 
of paradigm development affect the formal communication 
channel of scholarly publications within the field? In 
addressing these questions, this study will (1) provide 
information and an understanding of the journal policies and 
practices in Speech Communication, a relatively unexplored 
aspect of the field, (2) generate information about paradigm 
development within the discipline, and (3) compare Speech 
Communication practices to those of the social and natural 
science disciplines. As Ruben and Weimann (1979) stated: 
••• K a rIM a r x not e din the fir s t vol u m e 0 f Il£~ 
Kapital, men often pay so much attention to the 
tangible products of their labors that they are 
blinded to the social relations and social processes 
out of which these products come. The domaine of 
scholarship is clearly no exception, and we believe 
that disciplinary self-reflexiveness is nowhere more 
needed than in communication. In other fields it 
may be a luxury; for communication, it is simply a 
necessity (p. 53). 
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The next chapter delineates the methods and procedures 
utilized in this study to answer the research questions. 
CHAPTER II 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This research study was designed to explore journal 
editor opinion of paradigm development within the discipline 
of Speech Communication. The .areas covered in the methods 
section of this chapter include the research hypotheses and 
design of the study. Two major hypotheses and four sub-
hypotheses are explained. In addition, components of the 
design of the study are discussed including the sample, 
inst rument development, content categories, a pilot study, 
and methods of analysis. Finally, the procedures section of 
this chapter describes the mail survey. 
I. HYPOTHESES 
There were two major hypotheses for this investigation: 
Hypothesis 1. If Speech Communication is at the stage of 
preparadigmatic development, then Speech 
Communication journal editors will identify 
more than one paradigm operating within the 
discipline. 
Hypothesis 2. If Speech Communication journal editors make 
evaluations within a preparadigmatic frame-
38 
work, then they will reject more manuscripts 
tban journal editors in fields baving great-
er paradigm development. 
The context in which the first hypothesis is posited 
relates to aparadigmatic discipline development. Under-
standing which paradigms are competing will shed light on 
journal editor opinion of the state of the art of the disci-
pline at this time. Part B of the SJJ..t:yey of Editors ques-
tionnaire was developed to test hypothesis one (see Figure 
1, p. 40). A description of the instrument used in this 
investigation will be delineated later in this chapter. 
A further explanation of this study's second hypo-
thesis is provided by Beyer's (1978) examination of paradigm 
development in four scientific disciplines. She offered 
four hypotheses that are utilized in this investigation as 
sub-hypotheses. 
Because consensus is a key element in greater paradigm 
development, Beyer suggested that articles from fields with 
more developed paradigms would require less (if any) rework-
ing than articles emerging from fields with less developed 
paradigms. Since consensus is the underlying component, 
Beyer stated: 
Sub-hypothesis 1. Journals in fields with less developed 
paradigms will require more manuscript 
revision of authors than journals in 
more developed paradigms (p. 10). 
An important aspect of publication is the decision 
making process of accepting or rejecting a given manuscript. 
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A number of authors have developed the argument that within 
disciplines, consensus promotes communication among schol-
ars, makes manuscript acceptance and rejection easier for 
editors and referees, and lessens conflict among scholars 
(Beyer, 1978; Lodahl and Gordon, 1973; 1972). It follows 
from these arguments (and the review of the literature, 
Chapter I) that the processes of decision-making concerning 
journal publication would also be facilitated by the pres-
ence of a highly developed paradigm. Theor ies, ideas, and 
presentation of findings must be effectively communicated by 
an author if the manuscript is to be judged acceptable for 
publication by both editors and referees. As Beyer states, 
"without accurate communication, evaluative decisions are 
harder to reach" (p. 70). Therefore, Beyer posited: 
sub-hypothesis 2. Editors of journals in fields with more 
developed paradigms will report less 
difficulty in arriving at the decision 
of whether to publish manuscr ipt s than 
editors of journals in fields witb less 
developed paradigms (p. 70). 
In fields with less developed paradigms, authors will 
probably encounter the red tape of rew ri tes, resubmissions 
and copy-editing. This process of revision, a by-product of 
dissensus, will lead to longer time periods between original 
submission and final publication. Beyer hypothesized that: 
Sub-hypothesis 3. Journals in fields with less developed 
paradigms will have longer time lags 
between submission and publication than 
journals in fields with more developed 
paradigJlls (p. 71). 
Beyer notes that brevity is another variable linked to 
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paradigm development. It is through agreement on terms, 
definitions, symbols and comparisons, that valuable journal 
space is made available to other concise scientists. Since 
a commonly defined language is an attribute of greater 
paradigm development, Beyer arrived at this hypothesis: 
Sub-hypothesis 4. Articles appearing in journals in fields 
with developed paradigms will be shorter 
than articles appearing in journals in 
fields with less developed paradigms 
(po 70). 
These four sub-hypotheses then, are contained within the 
second hypothesis and are specifically tested in Part A of 
the Survey of Editors questionnaire. This survey will be 
explained in the following section of this chapter. 
FIGURE 1 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF RESEARCH HYPOTHESES WITH SURVEY 
Survey of Editors Part A 
tests: 
Hypothesis TWO 
Sub-hypothesis 1 
Sub-hypothesis 2 
Sub-hypothesis 3 
Sub-hypothesis 4 
Survey of Editors Part B 
tests: 
Hypothesis ONE 
In the next segment of Chapter II the design of the 
study will be discussed. The design took several phases: 
determining the sample; developing the instrument; delineat-
ing content categories; creating, administering and analyz-
ing a pilot study; and deciding on the appropriate methods 
of analysis. 
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II. DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
Due to the exploratory nature of this research 
project, descriptive methodology was used. It was assumed 
that the degree to which paradigms are operative within the 
discipline would be reflected in the editorial policies of 
journal editors in the field. In order to discover the 
nature and extent of paradigm development, a two-part ques-
tionnaire was developed to assess the criteria utilized by 
the journal editors involved. Half of the survey question-
naire is a partial replication of Beyer's (1978) research 
(see Chapter I, Literature Review). The other half of the 
questionnaire was developed for the purposes of addressing 
the first part of the problem statement: Which paradigms are 
operating within the discipline? The research sample, the 
survey instrument, content categories, the pilot study and 
the methods of analysis are explained in the paragraphs that 
follow. 
~ Sample. 
Data were collected concerning the perceptions of 
journal editors-in-chief regarding the influence of para-
digms in their profession on editorial policy in their 
respective journals. Journal editors selected for inclusion 
in this study were chosen based on their editorship of a 
major journal within the discipline of Speech Communication. 
Journals were identified by Tucker, et al., (198l) and 
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partially by Bochner (1977), as important representatives of 
the field. Included in Bochner's review were three addi-
tional journals from other disciplines. Although these 
three journals add to the body of Speech Communication 
research, they were excluded from this study because they 
did not fit the criteria of a Speech Communication journal 
where articles are focused on theory, method, and applica-
tion reflecting the rubric of the discipline of Speech 
Communication. Two other discipline-related journals were 
excluded because of their specialized orientations: Philo-
sophy and Rhetoric and the Journal of the American Forensic 
Association. Local interest groups and state-wide journals 
were also not included as subjects for this study. Speech 
Communication journals determined appropriate for this 
research project were: 
1. Central States Speech Journal 
2. Communication Education 
3. ~ommunication Monographs 
4. Communication Quarterly 
5. COmmunication Research 
6. Human Communication Research 
7. Journal of Applied Communication Research 
8. Journal of Communication 
9. The Quarterly Journal of Speech 
10. The Southern Speech Communication Journal 
11. Western Journal of Speech Communication 
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Although the sample used in this study would typically be 
considered as small, it comprises the major scholarly Speech 
Communication journals and is therefore a substantial repre-
sentative sample. The forthcoming discussion of the 
research design explains the creation and structure of the 
testing instrument. 
Instrument Deyelopment 
The Survey of Editors questionnaire designed for this 
investigation is a composite and is divided into two parts, 
A and B (see Appendix for an example of the survey). Part A 
of the questionnaire is derived primarily from Beyer's 
(1978) survey conducted during 1974. This part of the 
testing instrument involved gathering information concerning 
current publication practices, (e.g., the current rate of 
acceptance of accepted manuscripts, the referee process, 
time periods for publication, a ranking of criteria used by 
editors for evaluating submitted manuscripts, and some gen-
eral publication information). Part A is listed as follows: 
Current rate of acceptance of accepted manuscripts 
% require no revision 
% require minor revision, not resubmitted to referees 
-_% require minor revision, resubmitted to referees 
-_% require major revision, resubmitted to referees 
% require major revision, treated like new submission 
Refereeing process 
____ % of manuscripts refereed 
% of manuscripts not refereed that are rejected 
____ % of manuscripts refereed by more than one referee 
____ % of manuscripts unanimously accepted by referees 
____ % of manuscripts unanimously rejected by referees 
____ % of manuscripts leading to referee disagreement 
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Time periods for publication 
number of months between submission and publication of 
a typical manuscript 
shortest interval to publication 
number of months between decision to publish and actual 
publication 
number of months required for publication process 
exclusively 
Eyaluatiye criteria 
__ originality 
__ logical rigor 
__ mathematical/statistical rigor 
compatibility with generally accepted disciplinary 
ethics 
clarity and conciseness of writing style 
relevance to current areas of research 
theoretical significance 
positive findings 
negative findings 
replicability 
coverage of significant literature 
applicability to practical or applied problems 
General publication information 
number of manuscripts submitted annually 
tenure of present editor 
tenure of previous editor 
These sections in Part A of the questionnaire pertain to the 
second hypothesis and four sub-hypotheses of this study 
where rejection rates were indicators of paradigm 
development. 
Questions concerning personal information about the 
editor such as age, academic specialty, highest academic 
degree achieved, and institution of degree were asked in 
order to put the data gathered in context and to create a 
profile of Speech Communication journal editors. 
Four open-ended questions were added to Part A of the 
survey that were not part of Beyer I s or iginal study. These 
questions evolved from a synthesis of both written informa-
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tion (journal articles) and personal conversations (tele-
phone calls) with journal editors concerning their role and 
decision-making procedures. For example, in an article 
summarizing his tenure as editor, Friedrich (1981) explained 
that upon assuming the editorship of ~munication Education 
he had had some desires of improving the journal, expanding 
its readership, increasing manuscript contributions from 
teachers in primary and secondary schools, and so forth. 
His conclusion was that although he had worked diligently to 
achieve his goals, he was unable to effect the kind of 
change he had hoped for. Also, in conversations with edi-
tors in this study, information concerning unfulfilled edi-
tor expectations were volunteered. In order to achieve 
deeper insight into this aspect, it seemed appropriate to 
ask editors to explain: (1) What was your original inten-
tion for the direction and focus of your journal that you 
wished to display upon assuming your editorship; (2) What 
obstacles, if any, have you encountered in the realization 
of the above; and (3) Can you identify any changes or 
modifications in your original intent? The purpose of these 
questions was to gain an understanding of each editor's 
opinion of their appointed role and their personal assess-
ment of their achievements of their respective editorial 
goals. 
In addition, the personal conversations with the edi-
tors encouraged the inclusion of "unanimously accept" and 
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"unanimously reject" to the refereeing process section (nei-
ther were in Beyer's survey). The fourth open-ended ques-
tion also related to the refereeing process: (4) What are 
the procedures you use for handling referee disagreement? 
This particular question specifically relates to the gate-
keeping role of the journal editor (see Appendix E for 
questionnaire) • 
Part B of the Suryey~ Editors questionnaire was 
developed to test the first hypothesis of this study. Ques-
tions were generated from a review of the literature and 
were designed to extract Speech Communication journal editor 
opinion of paradigm development within the field. Since 
paradigm seems to be such an elusive term, a definition of 
paradigm was supplied. Because Charles Rossiter (1977) is a 
noted contributor to the field of Speech Communication, his 
definition of paradigm was used as a point of departure for 
answering the questions (see Rossiter's definition of para-
digm in the Literature Review, pp. 29-30). Editors were 
asked to respond to the questions bearing Rossiter's defini-
tion in mind (see Table I, p. 49 for clarification of pre-
dicted patterns of response). 
Questi.on one asked: "What is ~ assessment of para-
digm development within the discipline of Speech Communica-
tion as reflected in your journal? Do you think we have any 
paradigms?" Those responding "yes" to the first question 
were directed to answer question two; those answering "no" 
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were directed to Question four. Question two followed the 
premise of the first in that, if the editor agreed there 
were paradigms, did they influence his decision-making 
process? The second question stated: Former journal editor 
Felix Berardo of the Journal of M~riage and the Fam~ 
contends that "the formula of a successful author is a 
quality manuscript based on research grounded in an estab-
lished paradigm" (1981, p. 771). Do paradigms influence 
your editorial decisions and practices? Those answering 
"yes" were asked to explain "in what ways," those answering 
"no" were directed to question five. 
Question three was primarily geared to "yes" respond-
ents of question one and ~liQ. If the editor agreed there 
were paradigms, what were they and what did they imply? 
Question three asked: If you agree that there are operative 
paradigms as indicated in question one, would you label each 
one and describe its philosophical underpinnings? That is, 
what makes the paradigm you describe distinctive? Question 
three respondents were then asked to answer question seven. 
If an editor responded "no" to question one he was 
asked in question four to explain why he thought there were 
no paradigms. It is important to understand that while the 
term paradigm is used freely, its actual existence within 
certain disciplines is questionable. Therefore, it is nec-
essary to learn what scholars, in this case journal editors, 
conclude as to the existence of paradigms within their 
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field. Because a paradigm is popular today does not neces-
sarily imply its blanket acceptance as a description of a 
discipline. Question four asked: If you believe there are 
no paradigms within the field of Speech Communication, could 
you briefly outline your reasons for that conclusion? 
If an editor answered guest ion one "yes" and guest ion 
~ "no" he was directed to respond to Question five which 
stated: If paradigms do not influence your editorial dec i-
sions and practices, what factors do guide your evaluation 
procedures? This question was asked to gain a better under-
standing of the editor's evaluation process. If, as Berardo 
(1981) suggested, an editor uses paradigm as an underlying 
evaluative criteria, then, he would identify those influ-
ences in question t~Q. If, however, paradigm is not a 
mitigating influence, then, understanding what criteria aids 
in decisions to accept and reject a manuscript is important 
for understanding the knowledge exchange system. 
Question six is almost identical to question five and 
was asked of those editors who answered "no" to guest ion one 
and who responded to question four. This question was made 
separate for the purposes of clarity and for maintaining a 
consistent thread for the three possible modes of response 
(see Table I, p. 49). 
Each editor was directed to answer guestion seven. 
This question asked: Do you think that paradigm development 
is important for the maturation of Speech Communication as 
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an academic discipline? Why? Why not? As stated in the 
review of the literature, paradigm development has been 
linked to discipline maturity. Finding out if the editors 
of Speech Communication journals agree with this interpreta-
tion has merit for understanding the degree of consensus or 
dissensus in the discipline. What we are doing, where we 
are going, and how we should get there are queries at the 
heart of theoretical, experimental, and applied studies. 
Understanding editors' views of paradigm development within 
a discipline and their evaluation of paradigm as an organiz-
ing principle can help delineate what is or is not currently 
important for the development of a discipline. 
Table I below is a graphic representation of the 
directed response patterns of editors' answers to questions 
contained in Part B of the survey. 
Response 
TABLE I 
PROJECTED PATTERNS OF RESPONSE TO PART B 
OF THE SURVEY OF EPITORS 
Pattern 1 Response Pattern 2 Response Pattern 
Questions: Questions: Questions: 
1 if "yes" go to 2 1 if "yes" go to 2 1 if "no" go to 
2 if "yes" go to 3 2 if "no" go to 5 4 go to 6 
3 go to 7 5 go to 7 6 go to 7 
7 7 7 
3 
4 
In order to explore the question posited in the first 
hypothesis of this study, content categories were developed 
for analyzing answers to Part B of the Survey of Editors., 
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The next segment of this thesis is an explanation of the 
content categories deemed appropriate for analyzing the data 
for Part B of the questionnaire. 
Content Categories 
Three content categor ies were created to analyze the 
data generated from Part B of the questionnaire. As men-
tioned in the preceding chapter, preparadigmatic development 
refers to a stage when a discipline is involved with compet-
ing paradigms (Rossiter, 1977). A review of the literature 
revealed discussions concerning primarily two paradigms (see 
discussion, pp. 30-31). Each paradigm has its own scenario 
of terms associated with it where the typical explanation 
supplies sufficient information to delineate one paradigm 
from another. Content categories developed for analyzing 
editor perceptions of paradigm development within the disci-
pline of Speech Communication were behavioristic and human-
istic. A third category was reserved for data that could 
not reasonably fit into the other two categories. Content 
categories derived from the literature were assembled in 
this way: 
Category one - Behavioristic 
1. Interest in causal relationships 
The remaining six variables were listed in the litera-
ture review and were taken from Tucker, et al., 
(1981). They reappear in this section for 
clarification. 
2. A mechanistic learning model 
3. Behavior is externally controlled by the 
environment 
4. Behavior is predictable because of environmental 
conditioning 
5. Skinnerian approach 
6. Speech communication as science/communication 
7. Descriptive/Empirical/Experimentalmethodologies 
(p. 275) 
Category two - Humanistic 
1. Intentionality 
2. Hermeneutic 
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The following variables are from Tucker, et al., 
(1981) and are also enumerated in the review of the 
literature. 
3. A cognitive emotional model 
4. Behavior is internally controlled by the person 
5. Behavior is unpredictable because of freedom of 
choice 
6. Rogerian approach 
7. Speech communication as art/rhetoric 
8. Descriptive/Historical-Critical methodologies 
(p. 275). 
Category three - Other 
Any perspective that cannot reasonably be put into the 
two categories above. 
After content categories were defined, a pilot study 
was administered to test the content validity of Part B of 
the survey. 
Pilot Study 
A pilot study was conducted to determine the func-
tional value of the questions in Part B of the Survey of 
Editors questionnaire. That is, did the questions ask the 
right questions in order to garner the information sought. 
Five faculty members in the Department of Speech Communica-
tion at Portland State University agreed to "act as if they 
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were editors of a major Speech Communication journal" for 
the purposes of completing the survey. The faculty members 
were requested to provide answers to the questions as well 
as to evaluate the content and structure of the question-
naire. The results of this pilot study helped improve the 
final questionnaire in two significant ways. First, 
respondents followed the projected patterns of response 
delineated in the questionnaire and illustrated in Table I. 
This confirmed the idea that for the most part, respondents 
were not encouraged to answer questions one way or another. 
That is, question bias was under control as much as 
possible. Second, the responses to the pilot study indi-
cated a need to refine several questions and to relocate one 
question. Content analysis of the responses also suggested 
that the questions elicited the predicted response where 
what was being asked was being answered. This was deter-
mined by the ease to which responses fit the parameters of 
the ~ priori content categories. Each answer could be 
placed in the appropriate content category. 
For example, one respondent labeled and described 
three paradigms he/she recognized were operating in the 
field: covering laws model, rules, and process-within-
systems paradigm. Broadly interpreted, these three ap-
proaches can be grouped within the two content categories: 
behavioristic and humanistic. Covering laws was described 
as a "cause/effect search to uncover laws, 'scientific' in 
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the tradition, largely imported from the physical sciences." 
Therefore, covering laws was categorized as representing a 
behavioristic paradigm perspective (see Content Categories, 
pp. 50-51). Process-within-systems was also put into the 
behavioristic paradigm category since it was defined as 
"focus on organization and communication from General Sys-
tems and Information Theory. Structure and functions are of 
interrelated systems components." On the other hand, the 
definition the respondent supplied for the rules paradigm 
gave evidence for categorizing it as humanistic. It was 
defined as "identification of regularities of rules of com-
munication, rules, typologies and conditions of deviation 
from rules and latitude of definition of rules. Emphasis is 
on the role of human choice in outcome behavior." The role 
of "human choice" was the determining factor for describing 
this approach as interpretive. Literature concerning the 
"rules" perspective also affirms this conclusion (see Dono-
hue, Cushman and Nofsinger, 1980; Cronen and Davis, 1978; 
Cushman, 1977; Cushman and Pearce, 1977; Pearce, 1973). 
Another example highlights the control of response 
bias of the questions. Responses to guestiQD seven regard-
ing paradigm as a possible element contributing to disci-
pline maturity could not be second-guessed based on the 
respondents' answers to the preceding questions. That is, 
while one may answer guestion one "yes", it did not necessa-
rily follow that that same individual would answer guest ion 
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seven "yes". Pilot study respondents bore out this assump-
tion. One respondent who answered question one "yes", 
answered question seven "no" and supplied this explanation 
regarding paradigm development as an important aspect of 
discipline maturation: "not in an absolute sense - as long 
as the specific assumptions are clearly stated and addressed 
by communicants." This answer suggested that paradigms may 
not be important for contributing to the development of the 
discipline. An additional "no" response from a "no" on 
question one, "no" on question seven respondent wrote: "Our 
discipline can prosper best by remaining broad based and 
unattached to any narrowing tendencies." This answer also 
fit into the predicted response pattern where the response 
indicates the status of the discipline as being aparadigm-
atic (without paradigm). 
While the pilot study only pertained to Part B of the 
questionnaire, two forms of analysis were used for examining 
responses to the entire survey. The following section 
explains the context in which the data for this investiga-
tion were analyzed. 
Methods of Analysis 
Due to the exploratory nature of the research project, 
two forms of descriptive analysis were employed for measur-
ing responses to the Survey of Editors questionnaire: one 
form of analysis for Part A, and one for Part B. Measures 
of central tendency were used for evaluating Part A of the 
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questionnaire, thereby addressing the second hypothesis. 
Content analysis was used for analyzing answers to Part B 
and for assessing the first hypothesis. Discussion concern-
ing methods used for analyzing data for Part B will follow 
the explanation of those used for Part A. 
Part A. For Part A of the questionnaire, Speech Com-
munication journals were compared to one another to derive 
the mean, range, and mode of journal editor responses. To 
provide a comprehensive view, all three descriptive sta-
tistics were used since measuring only the mean does not 
explain extreme scores, the range does not explain the score 
of the average case, and the mode simply pinpoints multiple 
occurrences of one score over all the others. The mean 
scores of Part A were then examined in relation to the mean 
scores generated from Beyer's research during 1974 and pub-
lished in 1978. Her sample involved the ten leading 
research journals in four scientific disciplines (Chemistry, 
Physics, Sociology, Political Science), two having greater 
paradigm development (Chemistry and Physics) and two having 
lesser paradigm development (Sociology and Political 
Science). In this study, mean scores from Beyer's analysis 
of the four disciplines were compared with the scores from 
Speech Communication journals in order to acquire a descrip-
~ understanding of where the discipline of Speech Commu-
nication lies on the continuum of greater to lesser paradigm 
development. Although Beyer's work was done some nine years 
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ago, it was assumed that paradigm development is irrevers-
ible. Therefore, eight years would either constitute a 
maintenance of a status quo of Beyer's measured paradigm 
development, or more rather than less paradigm development 
would have occurred. 
~~. To examine the implications of the first 
hypothesis, it was necessary to develop Part B of the ques-
tionnaire. Lacking a standardized test designed to explore 
this hypothesis, the method of "Content Analysis" was se-
lected for evaluating data generated from Part B. For this 
research project "Content Analysis is any research technique 
for making inferences by systematically and objectively 
identifying specified characteristics within text" (Stone, 
Dunphy, Smith and Ogilvie 1966, p. 3). Involved with this 
research method was developing categories (see pp. 50-51 for 
description of Content Categories), determining question-
naire text responses pertinent to concept categories, organ-
izing and distributing data within categories, assessing the 
compilation of results and finally making inferences. After 
the pilot study had been administered, analyzed, and Part B 
of the questionnaire had been revised, procedures for car-
rying out the survey were then implemented. 
III. PROCEDURES 
The focus of this section is on the procedures used to 
conduct this research project. Since contacting editors in 
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the sample took several phases, a full explanation of what 
took place is provided. 
Mail Survey Procedures 
"The boon of mail questionnaires is their low cost and 
the bane is their low response rate." (Warwick and Lininger 
1975, p. 131). Recognizing that this caution was based on 
firm evidence, a non-traditional survey participation ap-
proach was taken. Since the sample involved only eleven 
editors, each editor was telephoned before the questionnaire 
was mailed out. Telephone calls were placed on November 30 
and December 1, 1982 and the surveys were sent the day the 
particular call was made. In the telephone conversation, 
the researcher identified herself, briefly explained the 
intent and scope of the study and requested their assistance 
in filling out and returning the questionnaire. Each editor 
agreed to participate (see Appendix C for outline of tele-
phone conversation). The questionnaires were sent with a 
cover letter and self-addressed, stamped envelope by certi-
fied mail so that the researcher would be able to confirm 
editor receipt of questionnaires. Eight out of eleven 
surveys were returned within ten days for an initial return 
rate of 72%. Twenty-seven days after the first question-
naires were sent out, three replacement questionnaires were 
sent to non-respondents. All three were returned within 
twenty days. The overall response rate for this research 
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project was 100%. A summary report of the findings of this 
study was sent to interested respondents. 
Using the methods and procedures described in this 
chapter, the investigation of Speech Communication journal 
editor opinions of paradigm development and journal policies 
and practices was undertaken. The next chapter discusses 
the results of this research project explaining in full 
detail the responses to Parts A and B of the Survey of 
Editors and what can be inferred from the results. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The results of this investigation are presented fol-
lowing the format of the Survey of Editors questionnaire. 
With regard to Part A of the survey, Speech Communication 
journals are discussed as they relate to each other and then 
in comparison to the four disciplines in Beyer's (1978) 
study. Measures of central tendency, the mean, the range 
and the mode statistics were used to assess editorial prac-
tices in Speech Communication journals. Mean scores of 
Physics, Chemistry, Sociology, and Political Science derived 
from Beyer's (1978) study and Speech Communication means 
derived from Part A of the survey were examined to show 
degree of paradigm development in Speech Communication. 
Data from Part B of the survey were gathered from Speech 
Communication editors (only) and were content-analyzed. 
Part A data are discussed in the paragraphs that follow and 
are illustrated in Tables and Charts. A discussion of Part 
B results will follow those of Part A. 
I. PART A 
Part A of the Survey of Editors questionnaire tested 
the second hypothesis of this investigation: If Speech 
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Communication journal editors make evaluations within a 
preparadigmatic framework, then they will reject more manu-
scripts than editors in fields having greater paradigm 
development. As was mentioned in Chapter II, Beyer (1978) 
presented four hypotheses that correspond and elaborate this 
study's second hypothesis and were therefore utilized as 
sub-hypotheses for this investigation. Each will be dis-
cussed in the next few paragraphs. 
Characteristics of Speech Communication Editors 
Preceding Part A of the Survey of Editors were ques-
tions concerning personal information about the editors of 
the journals included in this study. The mean age of the 
eleven editors was 48.6 years, ranging from 34 to 63, and 
the mode was 45. All journal editors were male and all had 
Ph.D.'s. Only one of the eleven editors had a non-speech 
related academic specialty. Finally, the majority of edi-
tors (8 of the 11) received their degrees from universities 
situated in the midwest and the remaining three received 
their doctorates at universities in southeast, mountain, and 
west coast states. 
Current Rate of Acceptance of Accepted Manuscripts 
The current rate of acceptance of accepted manuscripts 
was examined using Beyer's (1978) hypothesis that became 
this study's sub-hypothesis 1: "Journals in fields with 
less developed paradigms will require more manuscript revi-
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sion of authors than journals in more developed paradigms" 
(p. 70). For journals in Speech Communication the current 
rate of acceptance ranged from 8% to 27%, a range of 19% 
(see Table II). The mean and mode were also 19%. In rela-
tion to the other four disciplines (as displayed in Chart 
I), the data show that Speech Communication has a greater 
rate of acceptance than Sociology or Political Science (both 
at 13%). However, there is a large gap between the Speech 
Communication acceptance rate of 19% and those of Physics at 
65% and Chemistry at 71%. 
Within the discipline of Speech Communication, seven 
out of eleven journals indicated that ~ articles are 
revised to one degree or another: the mean was 2%, and the 
range was 0% to 10% (see "no revision" category, Table II). 
This means that an average of only 2% of the manuscripts 
accepted do not require revision. This level of manuscript 
revision was noted by a previous editor of ~mmunication 
Quarterly. Benson (1979) stated, "If you expect to publish 
in speech communication, expect to be invited to revise" (p. 
10). In sharp contrast, those publishing in Physics (see 
Chart I) are requested to revise their manuscripts less 
frequently, where 46.5% require no revision. 
On the average, 23% of Speech Communication manu-
scripts are revised ~ithou~ needing ~ ~ resubmitted ~ 
referees. Within the discipline, however, the various jour-
nals have disparate policies on this issue as is evidenced 
TABLE II 
aJRRENT RATE OF ACCEPTANCE AND PATIERNS OF REV I S ION 
FOR SPHOl OOfoMINICATION JOURNAlS· 
'.-Iable Journal Melin Rllnge Jo4ode 
Current rate n-II 8.0 21.0 19.0 17.0 26.0 19.0 2.3.0 8.0 19.0 20.0 27.0 19.0J 27-6 19.0 
of acceptance 
No revision n-" 7.50 .0 4.5 .0 .0 10.0 .0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 2."J 10-0 .0 
Minor revision. n-1O :n.5 .0 50.0 .0 30.0 30.0 60.0 10.0 .0 10.0 23.4J 60-0 .0 
not resubln/tted 
to referees 
Minor reviSion, n-1O .0 1.0 .0 1.0 .0 10.0 10.0 .0 15.0 30.0 8.1. 30-0 .0 
re5ut./tted to 
referees 
Major revision. 0-10 50.0 65.0 "5.0 15.0 60.0 30.0 25.0 --- 40.0 75.0 30.0 42.0J 75-15 30.0 
resut.l1ted to 
referees 
Major reviSion, n-l0 10.0 20.0 25.0 15.0 10.0 20.0 5.0 --- .39.0 10.0 .30.0 16.4. 39-5 10.0 
treated like 
new 5ublllission 
·Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and lire not mellnt to support stlltlstlclIl Inferenc~ 
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in the range 0% to 60%. The mode was 0 (see "minor revi-
sion", Table II). Similarly, this criteria varied in the 
other disciplines (see "minor revision", Chart I): Physics 
at 29%, Chemistry at 39.3% and Political Science at 42.7%. 
Sociology required the most referee involvement where an 
average of only 15.9% did not need referee supervision. 
As can be seen in Table II, the percentage of Speech 
Communication journal manuscripts requiring minor revision 
~ ~ resubmitted ~ referees is fairly small, 8.1%. 
Generally, manuscripts submitted to Speech Communication 
journals require m~ Ievisions ~ ~ resubmitted ~ 
referees 42% of the time. Again the range was 0% to 60%, 
but the mode for this variable was 30% (see "major revi-
sions-resubmitted", Table II). Also, 18.4% of Speech Commu-
nication manuscripts require major revision and ~ treated 
likg ~~ submissions. 
In examining data concerning patterns of revision 
across the five disciplines (Chart I), Speech Communication 
has the lowest proportion of manuscripts requiring DQ revi-
~, and the greatest percentage of manuscripts requiring 
m~ revisions ~hi£h ~ either resubmi£~ ~ referees 
(42%) QI treateQ ~ g ~~ §YQmission (18.4%). This pro-
cess of revising and resubmitting to the peer review system 
indicates additional decision-making procedures involved in 
accepting and rejecting Speech Communication manuscripts. 
Of the other disciplines, Physics had the highest percentage 
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of manuscripts reguiring llQ revision (46.5%) while Chemistry 
required the lowest percentage Qf revised manuscripts ~ 
~ treated ~ £ ~ submission (2.4%). Political Science 
journals had the highest percentage Qf revised manuscripts 
ll.Q.t resubm~.Q. t...Q referees (42.7%), although Chemistry 
journals were close at 39.3%. Finally, Sociology journals 
were most like Speech Communication in that they required 
41.1% of manuscripts t...Q ~ revised £illl resubmitted t...Q 
referees and 15.4% were revised £n.Q. treated ~ g ~li 
submission. 
The measure of manuscript revision suggesting greater 
or lesser paradigm development places Speech Communication 
as the least developed field (of the five examined) on the 
paradigm development continuum. The rate of acceptance, 
however, does seem to indicate a willingness to accept and 
then revise. 
The Refereeing Process 
One of the safeguards of the evaluation process is the 
peer review system. As such, Beyer (1978) maintained that 
fields with greater paradigm development (Physics and Chem-
istry) rely more on referees than do fields with less devel-
oped paradigms (Sociology and Political Science). This 
group of questions relates to sub-hypothesis 2 (See Chart 
II). All Speech Communication journals assessed in this 
study stated that at least 70% of all manuscripts were ~ 
tQ referees (range, 70% to 100%). Four Speech Communication 
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journals reported that 100% were sent to referees, one 
stated 99.9%, one 98%, two at 95%, one at 90% and one at 85% 
(see .. % of manuscripts refereed", Table III). The mean for 
the discipline was 93.9%. In contrast, as can be seen in 
Chart II ('% of manuscripts refereed'), the mean for Socio-
logy was 86.7% and Political Science 74.3% while the mean 
for Physics was 94.6% and for Chemistry it was 99.7%. Beyer 
summed up the implications of these statistics for her study 
in this way: 
While the use of referees does not guarantee univer-
salistic assessment, the failure to use referees may 
increase the impact of the editor's biases and 
values upon the content of the journal, even though 
edi tors may try to be impartial (p. 76). 
Based on Beyer's analysis of Physics, Chemistry, Soci-
ology, and Political Science (above), the conclusion that 
the use of referees helps mitigate the biases of editors 
could be extended to Speech Communication. Speech editors 
could be described as making an effort to be impartial since 
an average of 93.9% of the time they do use referees in the 
manuscript selection process. 
Data analysis of responses on percentage Qf ID~ 
scripts ~ refereed ~ ~ rejected was more difficult 
than the preceding question because respondents in Speech 
Communication (see Table III) recorded percentages that were 
congruent with the first question, percentage Qf manuscripts 
~ereed, while the other four gave inconsistent answers. 
Based on this fact the mean for this variable was computed 
TABLE III 
THE REFEREEING PROCESS AND REJECTION RATES IN SPEECH COMMUNICATION JOURNALS* 
Variable Journal 
% of manuscripts n=11 98.0 100.0 95.0 100.0 100.0 70.0 85.0 100.0 99.9 95.0 90.0 
refereed 
% of manuscripts n=7 .0 .0 12.5** .0 .0 90.0** 95.0** .0 .1 5.0 100.0 
not refereed 
but rejected 
% of manuscripts n=9 98.0 90.0 100.0 100.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 9S.0 100.0 
refereed by more 
than one referee 
% of manuscripts n=9 12.5 15.0 15.0 15.0 20.0 25.0 5.0 .0 10.0 
unanimously 
accepted 
% of manuscripts n=9 27.5 75.0 83.0 80.0 70.0 50.0 50.0 25.0 70.0 
unanimously 
rejected 
% of manuscripts n=9 55.0 25.0 2.0 5.0 10.0 25.0 45.0 95.0 20.0 
leading to referee 
disagreement 
*Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and are not meant to support statistical 
**Inconslstent data. 
Mean Range 
93.9% 100-0 
72.9% 100-0 
92.S% 100-S0 
19.1% 75-0 
S8.9% 83-25 
31.3% 95-2 
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with an "n" of 7, for a mean score of 72.9%. 
The next question in this series related to the refer-
eeing process requested the percentage .Q.f. manuscripts 
refereed Qy m~ ~ ~ referee (see Table III). Nine 
answers were supplied by Speech Communication journal 
editors. Five said all, that is, 100% of the manuscripts, 
were reviewed by more than one referee. The mean was 92.5% 
and the range was 50% to 100%. In comparing editors in 
Speech Communication to the other disciplines (see Chart 
II), Speech Communication editors used at least iliQ referees 
on a more frequent basis (92.5%) than did editors of the 
other four fields. This could account for the fact that the 
largest proportion recorded for percentage Qf manuscripts 
leading 1Q referee disagreement, where the editor could not 
follow recommendations routinely, was in Speech 
Communica tion (31.3%). 
Two additional questions were asked of Speech Communi-
cation editors that were not part of Beyer's (1978) research 
(see Table III). Editors were asked, What is the percentage 
Qi manY~ripts unanimously ~~ ~ referees? Of the 
nine who responded, the data ranged from 0% to a high of 
75%. The remaining data varied from 5% to 25%. The mean 
was 19.7% and the mode was 15%. The second question was: 
What is the percentage Qf manuscripts rejected unanimously 
Qy referees? The mean of the nine respondents was 58.9% and 
the mode was 50 and 70. 
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Based on these data, it appears that the peer review 
system greatly influences manuscr ipt publication. To gain 
more insight into the role of the editor in conjunction with 
the referee process, an open-ended question (also not in 
Beyer's study) was asked: nWhat are the procedures you use 
for handling referee disagreement?" Ten editors responded. 
Six explained that the manuscript in question would either 
go to a third reviewer or the editor himself would act as a 
third referee. Another editor wrote: 
I have never had a manuscript receive three 
'accepts' so to that degree, there has been referee 
disagreement on all manuscripts mailed out. In some 
cases I send consultants copies of the other con-
sultant critiques. On several occasions I have 
simply considered one critique as being deviant. 
In each of the ten explanations, final decisions for accept-
ance or rejection were explained as exercised by the 
editors. The following respondent's answer illustrates an 
editor's decision-making process: 
In the first place, I do not consider that referees 
'disagree' when they both suggest revisions, even 
when one suggests minor revisions and the other sug-
gests major revisions. Early in my editorial 
tenure, I automatically sent the manuscript to a 
third reviewer and asked for a 'break the tie' 
decision. With a present backlog of accepted manu-
scripts, I can be more 'choosy.' When I have a 
referee disagreement (defined as 'accept' and 
'reject' recommendations) at present, I look at the 
referee's reasons for rejection. If they are inher-
ent in the study and the referee's judgment is based 
on sound argument and rationale, I opt for the 
rejection. If the study is 'salvagable' by major 
revisions and is worth salvaging because of the 
potential value of the study, I ask for those revi-
sions under a 'revise and resubmit' decision. The 
ultimate 'procedure' for handling referee disagree-
ment must be the judgment of the editor as to the 
potential worth of the manuscript. And my criterion 
for ultimate worth is always 'so what?' Does the 
manuscript contribute significantly to our under-
standing of human communication? 
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Relating one of Beyer's hypotheses to the referee 
process (this study's sub-hypothesis 2) highlights the link 
of the evaluation process with paradigm development. As 
Beyer (1978) stated and was adopted in this study as sub-
hypothesis 2: 
Editors of journals in fields with more developed 
paradigms will report less difficulty in arriving at 
the decisions of whether to publish manuscripts than 
editors of journals in fields with less developed 
paradigms (p. 70). 
The data gathered in this study suggest that the peer review 
system is widely used in the field of Speech Communication. 
Based on the literature, referee involvement in the review 
process could increase the use of universalistic criteria to 
judge manuscr ipts where scholars examining the same manu-
script would corne to similar evaluative conclusions. 
Because of their heavy reliance on referees, editors in 
Speech Communication are using more decision-making steps 
than those editors in Physics or Chemistry. However, this 
referee-editor relationship has not overwhelmingly hindered 
time elements in the publication process. This point will 
be further elaborated in the following paragraphs. Thus, 
Speech Communication, due to its greater use of refereeing 
steps, may protect the discipline from editor bias. 
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Time Periods for Publication 
For purposes of clarity, in this section of the data 
analysis, the precise format of the Survey of Editors will 
not be followed. Combined in the forthcoming paragraphs 
will be information concerning time periods for publication, 
general publication information and data about article 
length and journal content which was gathered from the 
actual issues of the journals in this investigation. The 
outside source data was obtained from the journals for 1981. 
Beyer'S study also computed data for Physics, Chemistry, 
Sociology, and Political Science from journal publications 
during 1973 (see Table V). This study's sub-hypothesis 3 
proposed: 
Journals in fields with less developed paradigms 
will have longer time lags between submission and 
publication than journals in fields with more devel-
oped paradigms (Beyer 1978, p. 71). 
For those publishing in Speech Communication journals, 
the mean time lag between submission and publication of a 
typical manuscript was 9.4 months (see Table IV). The 
longest wait was 14 months and the shortest time was 3.5 
months. In this case, Speech Communication falls in the 
middle; the fields having greater paradigm development tak-
ing 5.5 (Physics) and 6.2 months (Chemistry) from submission 
to publication and the lesser developed fields requiring 
13.6 (Sociology) and 13.2 months (Political Science) (see 
Table V). In addition, editors in Speech Communication 
TAI:ILE IV 
TIME PERIODS BETWEEN MANUSCRIPT SUBMISSION AND PUBLICATION IN SPEECH COMMUNICATION JOURNALS· 
Variable Journal Mean 
I of months from n;ll 3.5 14.0 6.0 12.0 13.5 7.5 12.0 9.0 7.5 6.5 12.0 9.5 
submission to 
publication 
Shortest n;9 2.0 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 5.0 3.5 
Interval to 
publication 
I of months n;l1 3.0 13.0 4.5 10.0 10.5 4.5 3.5 9.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 6.5 
between decision 
to publ Ish and 
actual publication 
I of months n;9 2.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 3.u 2.0 2.7 
required for 
publication 
process 
exclusively 
·Data were analyzed using debcrlptlvB btdtl5tlc5 and dre not mednt to support biatl5ticdl infurence. 
Range 
14-3.5 
6-2 
13-3 
4-1 
Mode 
12.0 
3.0 
4.5 
3.0 
-.J 
W 
TABLE V 
TIME PERIODS BETWEEN MANUSCRIPT SUBMISSION AND PUBLICATION IN FIVE DISCIPLINES* 
Variable 
Number of months between 
submission and publicatIon 
of typical manuscript 
Shortest Interval to 
publication 
Months between decision 
to publ Ish and actual 
publlcetlon 
Months required for 
publlcetlon process 
exclusively 
** Physics 
n=7 
5.5 
2.0 
4.1 
3.3 
Journal Means 
** ** Chemistry Sociology 
n=9 n=9 
6.2 13.6 
3.6 8.3 
4.0 9.2 
3.2 5.0 
Political 
Science" 
nz6 
13.2 
6.8 
8.7 
4.7 
Speech 
Conwnunlcatlon 
*** 
9.4b 
3.5a 
6.5b 
2.7a 
*Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and are not meant to support statlstlcel Inference 
**Taken from Beyer 1978, p.80. 
***n verled from n=9a to n=llb. 
...,J 
"'"' 
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consume the least amount of time of all the disciplines for 
the publication process, 2.7 months exclusively. 
Information related to the publication process in 
general concerns number of manuscripts submitted annually, 
tenure of present editor, and tenure of previous editor (see 
Table VI). In examining the five disciplines, one can see 
that Speech Communication journals on the whole receive 
fewer manuscripts than the other disciplines. Conjecture as 
to the field's limited annual output could probably be 
endless. However, possible reasons for having a smaller 
number of articles published may be found in what those in 
Speech Communications do. Goodall and Phillips (1981) 
explained that: 
In Speech Communication, the bulk of the effort is 
devoted to improving performance skills or teaching 
general principles applicable to life experience. 
Consequently, the gap between doers of research and 
consumers of research is wide (p. 283). 
Other possible reasons are that since the discipline is 
relatively "new", it has yet to establish itself and thus 
attract authors. Or, it may be that potential authors are 
reluctant to bother with the type of revisions necessary for 
most scholarly journal articles (Benson, 1979). Too, pos-
sibly a larger number of prospective Speech Communication 
authors are publishing their work in journals of other 
fields (Bochner, 1977). Whatever the true reasons, there is 
a clear difference between the number of articles published 
in Speech Communication and the other disciplines. 
TNlLE VI 
NUIoBER OF MANUSCRIPTS SlEMlffiD ANtUALLY AND EDITOR TENURE FOR FIVE DISCIPL INES· 
Variable 
Number of manuscripts 
submitted annually 
Tenure of present 
editor 
Tenure of previous 
editor 
Physics 
n-7 
1358.3 
6.0 
5.0 
•• Chemistry •• 
n"9 
1529.3 
10.6 
8.3 
Journal Maans 
Political SpeBch 
Sociology •• Science" Ccmnunlcatlon 
n"9 nc 6 n"l1 
461.7 306.0 176.6 
4.1 5.3 4.0 
2.6 2.5 2.1 
'Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and are not meant to support statistical Inference. 
"Taken from Beyer 1978, p. 84. 
-.J 
0'1 
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Editor tenure has important implications for publish-
ing due to editor influence for a continuous period of years 
(see Table VII). For instance, Speech Communication editors 
generally serve three-year terms. Two journals within the 
discipline, however, have had the same editor for the last 
~ years. The mean score for present editor tenure in 
Speech Communication was 4.0 years while Chemistry editors 
served an average of 10.6 years. Tenure of previous years 
follow similar patterns, yet. their terms in office were 
less. Previous tenure for Speech Communication editors was 
2.2 years, while for Chemistry it was 8.3 years. In compar-
ing both previous and present terms of editorship among 
identified "lesser" and "greater" paradigmatic fields, 
Speech Communication is statistically similar to Sociology 
and Political Science. 
As can be seen in Table VIII, within the discipline of 
Speech Communication, there was great diversity concerning 
all manuscript length and content variables. The average 
article length ranged between 9.2 and 25.4 pages, a dif-
ference of 16.2 pages. Ten out of the eleven journals 
publish quarterly while the eleventh publishes on a semi-
annual basis. Total number of articles published in 1981 
varied from a low of 12 to a high of 74. The total number 
of pages of articles per volume ranged from 139 to 729; the 
mean was 355.7; and the mode was 337. Nine of the eleven 
journals contained pages of advertising, varying from 8 to 
TMLE V II 
MJIoeER OF MANUSCRIPTS Sll3MITTED ANMJALLY AND EDITOR TENURE FOR SPEErn COI+lINICATION JOURNALS* 
, .. Iable Journal Meen 
Nllllber of n=11 275.0 100.0 100.0 150.0 110.0 400.0 125.0 400.0 100.0 137.5 45.0 176.6 
menuscrlpts menuscrlpts 
submitted 
ennuelly 
Tenure of n=IO 3.0 10.0 .5 3.0 10.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.5 4.0 
present edItor yeers 
Tenure of n"10 3.0 .0 3.0 3.0 .0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 .5 2.2 
previous editor yeers 
*Dlltll were IInlllyzed using descriptive stlltlstlcs lind lire not mellnt to support stlltlstlclIl Inference. 
Renge 
400-45 
10-.5 
74-12 
Mode 
100.0 
3.0 
3.0 
-.J 
00 
TABLE V III 
ARTIClE LEt«>1H AND JOORNAL CONTENT FOR SPEEOi CXMUNICATION JOORNALS DURING 19B1·e 
Yarleble Journal Meen Renge Mode 
Aver-ege ertlele n-11 11.2 14.7 25.4 14.5 12.3 9.9 9.5 9.2 17.7 13.3 11.6 13.6 25.4-9.2 9 
length peges 
Number of Issues n-11 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 3.8 4-2 4 
In 1981 Issues 
Totlll number of n-11 22.0 21.0 19.0 26.0 29.0 74.0 29.0 33.0 19.0 27.0 12.0 2B.3 74-12 19 & 29 
ertleles published ertlcles 
Totlll number of n-11 246.0 309.0 4B2.0 378.0 356.0 729.0 275.0 302.0 337.0 360.0 139.0 355.7 729-139 337 
peges of ertleles peges 
Totlll number of n-" 35.0 50.0 B.O 20.0 10.0 15.0 13.0 15.0 .0 36.0 .0 lB.4 50-0 15 & 0 
pllges of peges 
IIdvertlslng 
Totlll number of n-11 36.0 124.0 24.0 .0 .0 116.0 .0 .0 .0 45.0 12.0 32.5 124-0 0 
pllges of book peges 
reviews 
Aver-IlTa n-11 5,000 5,981 1,100 2,500 2,800 6,500 2,200 2,700 3,700 2,500 300 3207.4 6500-300 2,500 elreu IItlon circuilltion 
·Olltll were IInlllyzed using descriptive stetlstlcs end ere not meent to support stetlstlclIl Inference. 
aOete for this teble were gethered from the Journals themselves. 
-.J 
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50 pages. Fewer journals, six in total, include book 
reviews, where the total number of pages ranged from 0 to 
124 pages. 
In relation to the other disciplines, the overall mean 
for number of pages of book reviews in Speech Communication 
more closely resembles the physical science journals than 
the social science journals. In this case, Speech Communi-
cation's mean is 32.5 pages while Physics is 10, Chemistry 
is 14.3, Sociology is 97.6 and Political Science is 162.5 
(see Table IX). Based on these statistics, the role of 
books within Speech Communication is difficult to determine. 
Beyer stated of the social sciences that: 
Beyer and Snipper (1974) found books to be much more 
frequent publication outlets for social scientists 
than for physical scientists in u. S. universities. 
Scientists in fields with less developed paradigms 
probably write more books because they need more 
space to explicate their findings and document them 
while also considering rival theories, methods, etc. 
Specialized book review journals are being founded, 
and this may eventually provide more space for arti-
cles within present social science journals (p. 80). 
Since space availability is at a premium in the journal 
publication enterprise, sub-hypothesis 4 stated: 
Articles appearing in journals in fields with devel-
oped paradigms will be shorter than articles appear-
ing in journals in fields with less developed 
paradigms (Beyer 1978, p. 70). 
The mean statistics shown in Table IX would seem to indicate 
that Speech Communication appears to have the fewest issues 
(3.8 annually), the least number of articles published (28.3 
81 
annually), and the smallest number of pages of articles 
(355.7 annually). 
In an effort to gain a better understanding of space 
availability in the various journals, a "scarcity ratio" is 
needed. Scarcity refers to the "real" amount of space in a 
journal available to authors. Beyer (1978) descr ibed a 
procedure for arriving at such a ratio. 
Following Hargens (1975:20-1), ratios were computed 
in which the average circulation was divided by the 
average number of manuscripts published yearly by 
journals in this sample within each of the four 
fields; this measure is intended to be a rough 
indicator of scarcity of space within each field. 
Results gave ratios of 7.6 for physics, 9.8 for 
chemistry, 114.8 for sociology, and 195.7 for poli-
tical science, documenting that a space scarcity is 
inversely related to the level of paradigm develop-
ment originally attributed to these fields (Lodahl 
and Gordon, 1972) (Beyer, 1978, p. 79). 
Using this formula, then, Speech Communication's scarcity 
ratio was 113.4. Thus, Speech Communication journals had 
slightly more space than Sociology (114.8) and much more 
than Political Science (195.7), but much less than Physics 
(7.6) and Chemistry (9.8). This particular datum places 
Speech Communication in the lesser paradigm development 
domain. While Speech Communication journal articles are 
typically long (13.6 pages), the scarcity ratio (133.4) and 
book review pages (32.5) indicate that it is questionable 
whether Beyer's conclusion regarding the importance of books 
in the social sciences can be extended to Speech Communica-
tion. There are insufficient data to clearly determine 
whether the field of Speech Communication emphasizes books 
TABLE IX 
MEANS OF ART! a.E LE~1H AND JOURNAL CONTENT FOR FIVE 0 I SC I PL I NES· 
Journal MNns 
Veri able Physics •• •• •• 
Political • Speech 
Chemistry Sociology ScIence Cc:mnunlcatlon 
Averege ertlcle length 12.6 5.3 14.9 14.6 13.6 
NUlber of ~ssues In 28.0e 
1973e-1981 
22.2a 5.1 a 4.7a 3.8b 
Total nUlber of artIcles 700.7 1,097.6 59.9 45.5 28.3 
publIshed 
Pages of artIcles 3,999.7 4,688.6 679.1 610.3 355.7 
Pages of advertisIng .0 137.3 54.8 65.8 18.4 
Pages of book revIews 10.0 14.3 97.6 162.5 32.4 
Scerclty ratio 7.6 9.8 114.8 195.7 113.4 
·Deta were analyzed using descripTive stetlstlcs end ere not meent to support stetlstlcel Inference. 
··Teken from Beyer 1978, p. 78. 
(X) 
IV 
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less or more than the social science disciplines. One could 
speculate that this is due to their preparadigmatic phase 
or, possibly, because they are maturing as a discipline in a 
different manner than "paradigm" would dictate. The ques-
tion is important and one that deserves future research. 
Evaluative Criteria 
This segment of the survey was originally developed by 
Chase (1970) and later adopted by Beyer (1978). Chase's 
study asked scientists rather than editors to rank evalua-
tive criteria as to its importance in judging scientific 
publications. For the present investigation, evaluative 
criteria included: originality, logical rigor, mathe-
matical/statistical rigor, £Qmpatibility li~ generally 
~ccepted ~iplinary ethics, clarity anQ conciseness Qf 
writing style, relevance 1Q current areas Qf research, theo-
retical significan.Q.e., positive findings, negative results, 
~~ability £nQ applicabil~ ~ practical ~ applied 
pro b 1 e m.ll (s e eTa b 1 eX, p. 8 5) • 
Editors were asked to rank the importance of these 
criteria where (1) = not at all, (2) = somewhat important, 
(3) = very important but not essential, and (4) = essential. 
To Speech Communication editors, logical rigor, compatibi-
~ liil..h generally accepted gisciplinary ethics, and 
conciseness Qf writing style were ranked highest at 3.7, 3.8 
and 3.6 respectively. In contrast to the rest of the cri-
teria, only eight out of eleven respondents supplied an 
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answer for £Qillpatibility ~i£h generally accepted disci-
plinary ethics. In those cases of non-response on this 
item, several editors asked what the "criterion" was. The 
variable of negative results was added to the Evaluative 
Criteria section of the Survey of Editors in this study (not 
included in Beyer's 1978 study) and was considered the least 
necessary of all the listed standards with a mean score of 
1.9. One editor commented on this criterion: "We'd con-
sider a manuscript where expectations weren't confirmed but 
those must be interpreted meaningfully." The other ranked 
criteria ranged from a high of 3.5 to a low of 2.3 (see 
Table X). 
In comparison to the other four disciplines, Chemistry 
editors were most interested in replicability, (mean score 
was 4.0) while Speech Communication editors ranked it as 
somewhat important (2.5) (see Table XI). To Physics edi-
tors, the most important criterion was originality (3.3). 
Sociology and Political Science editors ranked logical rigor 
as most important at 3.3 and 3.4 respectively. Editors in 
Sociology, Physics, and Chemistry scored applicability ~ 
practical ~ applied problem~ as the least important cri-
ter ion. Finally, Political Science editors rated positive 
findings as not at all important (1.4). Other criteria do 
not vary dramatically (see Table XI). Thus, logical rigor 
appeared to be considered the most consistently relevant 
criterion across the disciplines. 
TABLE X 
EVALUATIVE CRITERIA OF JOURNALS IN SPEECH COMMUNICATION* 
'arlabl. Journal Melin Rllnge Mode 
Orlglnllllty 2.5 4 3 2 3 4 3 4 3 2 3 3.0 4-2 3 
LogIcal rIgor 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 3.7 4-3 4 
Mathemlltlcal/statlstlclIl 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 2 4 3 4 3.5 4-2 4 
rIgor 
DIscIplinary ethics 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 ? ? 3 ? 3.8 4-3 4 
Concise writing style 4 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 3.6 4-2 4 
Relevance to currant 2 4 3 3 4 3 4 2 2 3 3 3.0 4-2 3 
arells of research 
theoretIcal signIfIcance 1.5 4 3 4 4 4 3.5 2 4 2 3 3.2 4-1.5 4 
PosItIve findings 4 2 4 2 3 2 2 3 2.3 4-1 2 
Negative results 4 2 3 2 2 2 2 1.9 4-1 2 
Repl Icabl Iity 3 4 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 2.5 4-1 3 
Coverage of literature 2 4 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 3.2 4-2 3 
IIppi Icab" Ity 4 4 3 2 2.5 3 2 2 3.5 2.5 4-1 2 
I .. not at al I Importllnt 2=somewhat Important 3=very Importllnt 4=essentlal 
*Ollta were analyzed usIng descrIptIve statIstIcs and are not meant to support st8tlstlc81 Inference. 
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VarIable 
Orlglnlliity 
LoglclIl rigor 
MIIthemlltlclIl/stlltlstlcal 
rigor 
COncise writing style 
TheoretIcal significance 
PositIve findings 
Relevance to current 
areas of research 
Repllcabl I Ity 
Coverage of literature 
Appl ICllbll Ity 
TN3LE XI 
EVALUATIVE CRITERIA OF JOURNALS IN FIVE DISCIPLINES' 
Physics" 
3.3 
2.9 
2.7 
3.0 
2.0 
1.4 
3.0 
2.3 
2.4 
1.0 
Journal Maens 
Chemistry" SociOlogy" 
3.2 3.2 
3.6 3.3 
3.4 2.6 
2.9 3.2 
2.3 3.2 
2.3 I.B 
2.9 3.0 
4.0 2.B 
3.4 2.5 
1.1 1.6 
PolltlclIl 
Science" 
3.0 
3.4 
3.2 
3.2 
3.2 
1.6 
2.B 
2.4 
2.2 
2.2 
l c not at all Importllnt 2=somewhllt Importllnt 3=very Important 
Speech 
Conrnunlclltlon 
3.0 
3.7 
3.5 
3.6 
3.2 
2.3 
3.0 
2.5 
3.2 
2.5 
4=essentlal 
'Oatll were IInalyzed using descriptive statistIcs lind lire not meant to support statlstlclIl Inference. 
"Taken from Beyer 1978. p. 78. 
CD 
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Editor Expectations 
Turning now to a more specific internal review of 
Speech Communication, the final segment of analysis for Part 
A will examine three open-ended questions concerning editor 
expectations of their editorships. The first question 
asked: What was your original intention for the direction 
and focus of your journal that you wished to display upon 
assuming your editorship? Two general sentiments were 
inferred from the data. The first was that the majority of 
editors wanted their journals to be vehicles of quality 
scholarship. This view was expressed in terms such as "the 
best possible scholarship," "high quality manuscripts," 
"highest standards," and "well-edited." The second major 
message communicated through the data referred to journals 
as the "embodiment" of diverse subject matter. This was 
stated as "broad in its interests," "addressing a spectrum 
of concerns," "eclectic," "pluralism in regard to assump-
tions and methods of research," "no favoritism of theoreti-
cal orientation or research," and as wanting a "good sam-
pling from various corners of the field." 
Other random intentions declared by editors were "to 
advance the field," "increase subscriptions," "be responsive 
to readership," "publish ~ research," and "I wanted arti-
cles of manageable length so we could keep the maximum 
number of people from perishing." 
These two sentiments exemplify the general feeling 
88 
derived from the literature review. The literature conveyed 
a picture of Speech Communication as broad-based (e.g., 
Ruben and Wiemann, 1979; Bochner, 1977; etc.) where plural-
ism and diversity are the most commonly used descriptions of 
the field. That is, it appears that there are conflicting 
paradigms within the field and that editors want their 
journals to represent as many of them as possible (cf. 
Bochner, 1977; Rossiter, 1977). Too, while there is clearly 
diversity of perspective within the field, there also 
appears to be general agreement among these editors that 
improving the quality of scholarship within the discipline 
is an important function of their journals. However, as was 
noted in the literature review, diversity of perspective 
may, in fact, work against the general establishment of 
"agreed-upon standards" of scholarship for the field. 
The next question asked editors: What obstacles, if 
any, have you encountered in the realization of the above? 
Four editors said that they had not encountered any obsta-
cles while the remaining seven explained a variety of inter-
fering elements. One editor explained that his high hopes 
for diversity were too broad and therefore debilitating. 
Two other editors cited preconceived notions of their jour-
nals by prospective article authors as a self-selecting 
process preempting possible article submission: 
The 'image' of the journal and the editor's policy 
relative to that journal are often not in congru-
ence. Unfortunately, the 'image' cannot be changed 
if the readership's image of that journal results in 
perpetuating that image through self-selection of 
submissions. The self-fulfilling prophecy in 
operation!! 
The second editor explained: 
Regional journals are not usually the first choice 
of prospective contributions. Hence, the chances of 
receiving a high percentage of the best scholarship 
in the field are reduced. 
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Additional comments made were: "few papers meet the high 
standards of my referees," and another editor cited a prob-
lem with "building a reliable 'pool of referees." Obstacles 
to fulfilling expectations thus included problems with 
diversity, regional versus national journals, and complica-
tions generated by the peer review system. 
The last question dealing with editor expectations was 
posed: Can you identify any changes or modifications in 
your original intent? Five editors answered "no." The rest 
of the editors explained in a variety of ways that they are 
working as best as they know how and are trying to realize 
their stated goals. One respondent offered this strategy 
for accomplishing his objectives: 
I have discovered that focused submissions are usu-
ally of higher quality than random submissions. 
Therefore, I have declared several special issues of 
topical interest such as 'women,' 'state of the art 
in research,' 'effects of technology,' etc. and have 
issued calls for original papers. 
Conclusions 
With regard to hypothesis 2 and four sub-hypotheses 
tested in Part A of the Survey of Editors questionnaire, the 
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data suggest that the field of Speech Communication has 
lesser paradigm development than the disciplines it was 
compared to. This is evidenced by the fact that Speech 
Com m uni ca t i on had the lowes t pe r cent age .Qf. manusc r ipt s of 
all disciplines examined accepted liithout revision, the 
highest percentage Qf manuscripts reguiring major revision 
~ resubmitted 1Q referees, and the greatest percentage Qf 
manuscripts reguiring major revision anQ treated ~ g ~ 
.§jJQill i ss ion (see Chart I). The only equ i vocal find ing 
involved the variable percentage Qf manuscripts reguiring 
ill~ revision liitn llQ resubmission tQ referees. These 
findings indicate that Speech Communication is still clearly 
identified with the lesser developed paradigm camp. Sub-
hypothesis I is therefore affirmed. 
Lesser developed paradigm status within Speech Commu-
nication is evidenced in the following variables: highest 
percentage Qf manuscripts refereed Qy ~ than ~ referee, 
the highest percentag~ Qf manuscripts leading ~ referee 
disagreem~, and the third highest percentage Qf m~= 
scripts ~ refereed ~ ~ rejected (see Chart II). From 
these data it was concluded that Speech Communication had a 
larger number of steps involved in the refereeing process 
(testing sub-hypothesis 2) and therefore, lesser paradigm 
development was indicated. 
The variable of percentage Qf manuscripts refereed did 
not clearly discriminate between the disciplines in that the 
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percentage ranged from 74.3 to 99.7. While there is a 
significant difference between 74.3 and 99.7 (p<25; Beyer p. 
76), Speech Communication averaged 93.9%. Thus, it is not 
di f fe rent than the rest of the di sc ipl ines because it 
appears that all disciplines utilize the referee peer review 
system in most cases. How this relates to paradigm develop-
ment is not clear. 
While Beyer hypothesized that longer time lags between 
submission and publication will occur in fields with lesser 
developed paradigms (sub-hypothesis 3), data from this study 
show that Speech Communication falls in between the identi-
fied greater and lesser developed disciplines (Physics/Chem-
istry vs. Sociology/Political Science) on all variables 
testing this hypothesis (see Table V). Thus, these data can 
be interpreted as showing that Speech Communication has 
greater paradigm development that the social sciences but 
lesser paradigm development than the physical sciences. 
Beyer posited that articles appearing in less devel-
oped paradigm journals will be longer than articles appear-
ing in greater paradigm-developed journals (sub-hypothesis 
4). Again the data are inconclusive (see Table IX). Aver-
age article length for Speech Communication closely resem-
bled the social sciences (13.6 pages). While Physics had a 
mean score of 12.6 pages. Beyer noted that one journal 
skewed her sample and she computed a truer score by omitting 
the extreme journal. Her revised mean was 9.2. Thus, the 
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greatest difference was between Chemistry and the social 
science journals and Speech Communication. No clear conclu-
sion for this variable can be drawn. 
Based on the above data and the previous analysis in 
the results and discussion section, hypothesis two is 
accepted. Due to the criteria of this study, Speech Commu-
nication can be considered a lesser developed discipline in 
that more manuscripts are rejected in journals in Speech 
Communication than in those of Chemistry or Physics. With 
regard to editor expectations of their own impact on improv-
ing their journals, their responses seem to indicate a 
desire to facilitate better scholarship within the field and 
an interest in keeping the discipline broad-based. Having 
assessed the data from Part A of the Survey of Editors, the 
following is a discussion of the data generated by Part B of 
the questionnaire. 
II. PART B 
The first hypothesis of this research project was 
explored using Part B of the Survey of Editors questionnaire 
(see Appendix E). The hypothesis questions: If Speech 
Communication is at the stage of preparadigmatic develop-
ment, then Speech Communication journal editors will iden-
tify more than one paradigm operating within the discipline. 
Editors were asked to respond to several open-ended ques-
tions (the actual number of questions answered by editors 
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varied due to prescribed response patterns (see Table I, 
Chapter II). Responses were then content-analyzed according 
to content categories. Results of this analysis are dis-
cussed in the following paragraphs. 
Question 1 
What is your assessment of paradigm development within 
the field of Speech Communication as reflected in your 
journal? Do you think we have any paradigms? Yes or No? 
Preceding this question was Rossiter's (1977) definition of 
paradigm (see p. 30) so that editors would have a common way 
of interpreting the basis of the remaining questions in the 
survey. The responses were highly related to the conclu-
sions of the Literature Review (see Chapter I). Five edi-
tors simply said "no," there are no paradigms within the 
discipline, and four editors explicitly said "yes." This 
even "split" in responses was complemented by two volunteer 
explanations. An additional editor voted "no" (now "no"=6, 
"yes"=4) and he qualified his "no" with the statement "at 
least none for which there is universal support within the 
discipline," thus negating his "no" (score now: "no"=5, 
"yes"=4). Another editor gave an unequivocal "yes" and "no" 
(this response was equalized and therefore the score 
remained 5 to 4, with one undecided and one negated). The 
"undecided" editor wrote "we have shadows of paradigms." 
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Question 2 
Former journal editor Felix Berardo of the Journal of 
Marriage and the Family contends that -the formula of a 
successful author is a quality manuscript based on research 
grounded in an established paradigm- (1981, p. 771). Do 
paradigms influence your editorial decisions and practices? 
If yes, in what ways? Eight editors responded to guestion 
~--four more than were expected based on answering "yes" 
to guestion one (see Table I, p. 49, Projected Patterns of 
Response to Part B, Chapter II). While the editors did not 
follow the questionnaire directions for response patterns, 
none supplied conflicting responses. Of the four who said 
"yes" to guest ion one three said "yes" to guest ion two and 
one said "no" to guestion two. Three editors checked "yes" 
t 0 9 u est ion t liQ. and pro v ide d ex pIa nat ion s w h i 1 e f i v e 
answered "no" to guest ion two with one editor explaining why 
he stated "no". Interestingly enough, the "no" explication 
echoed the conclusions of a "yes" respondent. The "no" 
answer stated: 
I take issue with some of the points used by Rossi-
ter in his definition of 'paradigm.' I take even 
greater issue with Berardo's statement because of 
the way he defined and emphasized the concept of 
'established' paradigm ••• Paradigms are created by 
modifications in research practices and publications 
in reputable journals of quality research. When the 
editor lends credence to paradigms--not on the basis 
of the quality of that research, but on the basis of 
its relevance to established practices--the cr i te-
rion of 'quality' is given less credibility. Which 
paradigm guides the research enterprise, to me, 
seems of far less significance than whether the 
research is any good. One can write in an 'estab-
lished' paradigm and do good research as well as bad 
research. Another can write in an 'unestablished' 
paradigm and do good research as well as bad 
research. How, then, can the choice of a paradigm 
influence editorial decisions and practices? 
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In this same vein, a "yes" to Question one and "yes" to 
Question two response was: 
If the article is based upon quantitative research 
that paradigm must be followed rigorously; similarly 
for historical/critical research, linguistic re-
search, etc •••• An article which does not clearly, 
accurately, appropriately do what it sets out to do 
should be rejected for its.design or for its method. 
Practicum reports should be clearly and fully ex-
plained, and should be transferable to other class-
room settings. 
Both of these responses illustrate a conceptualization of 
paradigm in which the demands of good research outweigh the 
adherence to a paradigm. This could be interpreted to mean 
that paradigm is less influential than the standards of 
scientific research. For one of these editors it would seem 
that paradigm potentially limits the scope of "good" re-
search. While both editors interpret the use of paradigm 
differently, both believe that the standards of good re-
search are more important than paradigm in their editorial 
decisions. 
The following quote (respondent answered "yes" to 
Question one, "yes" to Question two) illustrates that this 
editor sees paradigm as coloring much good research in that 
too strict an adherence to paradigm negatively influences 
the scholar's judgment and results in low receptivity to 
"other points of view." This editor sees paradigm as 
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strongly influencing his decisions in that ardent commit-
ments to a paradigm are rejected outright: 
Paradigms are often licenses for bigotry. People 
locked into paradigms are often intolerant of oppos-
ing points of view. I tend to reject articles that 
appear "religious" in nature and do not leave ends 
open for criticism and objection. 
A third "yes" ("yes" response is clearly acknowledging that 
paradigms existing within the field influence his decision-
making) indicates paradigm influence extends to the deci-
sion-making process of his editorial consultants. He stated 
"yes," 
To the degree that within the individual subdisci-
plines such paradigms exist and are recognized by 
the editorial consultants. 
Thus three editors who acknowledged the existence of 
paradigms ("yes" to question one) said that paradigms dQ 
influence editorial decisions. One editor who acknowledged 
paradigms said they do ~ influence his decisions. Five 
editors who did not believe there were Speech Communication 
paradigms answered "no" to this question. This "no" 
response is not inconsistent with their position in that, if 
there are no paradigms, how can they influence editorial 
decisions? Four of the eleven editors see paradigm as 
influencing the field. However, two of the four interpret 
this influence as potentially detrimental in its effects. 
Only one of the eleven editors clearly posits a positive 
effect from paradigm influence within the discipline. 
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Ouestion 3 
If you agree that there are operative paradigms as 
indicated in guest ion one would you label each one and 
describe its philosophical underpinnings? That is, what 
makes the paradigm you describe distinctive? Five editors 
supplied information for this question: the four who an-
swered question one "yes" and the "undecided" respondent. 
Two (of the five) editors succinctly described three para-
digms within the field: Rhetoric, Behaviorism and Construc-
tivism. An examination of the original Content Categories 
presented in Chapter II suggest that the three paradigms 
identified can be located in one of two categories, where 
Rhetoric and Constructivism are placed in the "humanistic" 
sphere and Behaviorism in the "behavioristic" domain. The 
"paradigm" of Rhetoric was placed in the humanistic content 
category because it is clearly part of the humanistic delin-
eation of paradigm described by Tucker, et al. (1981) which 
helped form the basis for this investigation. Similarly, 
Constructivism can be placed within the humanistic category 
because constructivism "sees persons as approaching the 
world through processes of interpretation ••• behavior is 
organized through the application of interpretive schemes as 
well as strategies that translate intentions into behavioral 
displays" (Delia, O'Keefe and O'Keefe, 1982). This defini-
tion of human intentionality closely resembles Bowers' 
(1982) discussion of "action school" which adds an integral 
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component to the humanistic content category of this study 
(see Chapter II, Content Categories). 
A third editor stated that the diversity of the field 
launches paradigm into an identification of sub-disciplines 
which he did not name. While a fourth, using the common 
dichotomy of behaviorism and humanism, identified a "vari-
ety" of paradigms stemming from the larger two: 
'Good Terms' for current paradigms can be as broad 
as 'Quantitative Research,' or 'Humanistic Re-
search,' or more precise and more limited, as in 
such cases as 'dramatism,' 'metaphor,' 'hermeneu-
tics,' 'form and genre,' 'discourse analysis,' or 
'semiotics' ••• They also are oriented to particular 
'f ields of argument '--thus var ious paradigms can be 
brought to bear in the consideration of a single 
problem (as in the various approaches to the study 
of classroom communication: e.g., interpersonal 
communication studies; linguistic studies; symbolic 
communication studies; studies based on power 
analysis, etc.). 
The fifth editor responded by explaining "labels" that he 
created in an attempt to describe paradigms in Speech Commu-
nication: Mechanism, Psychologism, Interactionism and Prag-
matism. Of these four names, two could be pigeonholed as 
behavioristic (mechanism and psychologism) and humanistic 
(interactionism) : 
I definitely believe that there are operative para-
digms in communication ••• Mechanism, Psychologism, 
Interactionism and Pragmatism. Although I would 
expand the perspective/paradigm of pragmatism to 
include much more of the research which focuses on 
the actions/events/behaviors of communicators as the 
principal components of communication inquiry (and 
variables of communication) to include the research 
on conversation analysis (some of the research on 
discourse analysis), the organizational culture re-
search, etc. I also think that paradigms are iden-
tifiable not by research methods employed, but by 
locus of the phenomena assumptions about the pheno-
mena, exemplars of research practices and products. 
For this reason (among others), I dislike Rossiter's 
definition and discussion of paradigms which tends 
to identify them in terms of methods and techniques 
(the form rather than the substance/form of commu-
nication inquiry). 
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Mechanism and psychologism were placed in the "behavior is-
tic" category because they are implied in the basic charac-
teristics and assumptions identified in the Content Category 
discussion of behaviorism (see Chapter II, Content Catego-
r ies). Interactionism, while not def ined, was interpreted 
to mean a hermeneutic approach to communication and there-
fore categorized as "humanistic". Pragmatism, although not 
really defined, could be put into the third "other" content 
category. Fisher (1982) remarked: 
To think of communication as prompted by intentions, 
motives, cognitions, and so on, is to employ a dif-
ferent conceptual basis. The pragmatic perspective 
provides its own conceptual basis and contains no 
residue, even implicitly, of another independent 
conceptual system (p. 198). 
Only time and interest will tell if this "other" perspective 
will be embraced as an organizing principle for theory and 
research within the discipline. 
Based on a review of the literature, content cate-
gories for paradigms within the field of Speech Communica-
tion were developed along the lines of Tucker, et al. 
(1981) resulting in two major paradigm domains: "behavior-
istic" and "humanistic," and one possible "other" paradigm, 
pragmatism. Of the responses to guest ion three, two answers 
were outside of the two previously delineated content cate-
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gories: one, the response that there was too much 
"diversity" in the field to identify paradigms, and two, the 
response concerning a pragmatic paradigm. This leads to the 
conclusion that even though the labels may be different, the 
philosophical underpinnings of these perspectives are easily 
identified by these editors. It is clear that based on the 
responses that identified paradigms, all fit within this 
study's previously constructed content categories. This 
leads to the affirmation of a preparadigmatic stage of 
development for the field of Speech Communication. 
Whether, or to what degree, the two or three "para-
digms" adequately describe the discipline cannot be con-
cluded from the data generated by this study. The fact that 
the perspectives fit into the £ priori categories developed 
from the literature only testifies to their existence. 
While five of the eleven editors did not think Speech Commu-
nication had any paradigms, it cannot be concluded that they 
do not operate under some perspective. These negative 
responses may be explained by the fact that the concept of 
paradigm as a label does not in their opinion adequately 
describe the phenomena or the discipline. As evidenced in 
the Literature Review, paradigm definitions abound and there 
is little consensus as to its precise meaning or actual 
existence in any field outside of the physical and natural 
sciences. Thus, further research is called for regarding 
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the direction of the field of Speech Communication and the 
applicability of paradigm within it. 
Question 4 
If you believe there are no paradigms within the field 
of Speech Communication, could you briefly outline your 
reasons for that conclusion? As was projected as a result 
of answers to guest ion one six of the eleven editors 
responded to this question (those answering "no" to guest ion 
~ were directed to answer guestion four). However, one 
response was so vague that it could not be adequately inter-
preted. Generally, the remaining five ~ditors described the 
field as too divergent for a paradigm to exist (e.g., apara-
digmatic). But, when their comments were examined, this 
finding was not supported. The following quotes are their 
comments: 
We are highly derivative; we borrow from related, 
better established fields (psych, criticism, philo-
sophy) which have their own paradigms or at least 
are in more advanced 'pre-paradigmatic' state. 
This response can be interpreted to mean that while Speech 
Communication doesn't have paradigms, the fields it borrows 
from do. This raises the question, If you "borrow" para-
digms does that indicate the field is aparadigmatic? In 
addition, this respondent identified Speech Communication as 
being "only" somewhat less advanced in its preparadigmatic 
development than the disciplines it borrows from. The con-
clusion to be drawn from this answer is that Speech Communi-
cation is llQt aparadigmatic. One editor stated: 
We're so broad and eclectic - the genuinely great 
ideas encompassing and transforming a field are ab-
sent for us - we have llQ equivalent of the germ 
theory of medicine, the psychodynamic view of per-
sonality, Copernicus' laws of the rotation of orbit 
of celestial bodies, etc. We do good work - perhaps 
within a narrow focus. If you're willing to call 
that focus a paradigm - ok. I don't see what that 
gets you. 
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While he says there is no "germ theory" for Speech Communi-
cation, he does not describe Speech Communication as not 
having paradigms. The message to be derived from this 
response is that "paradigm" as a concept is troublesome to 
this editor. Another editor commented: 
I go back to the problem of diversity within the 
field. The folks in Rhetoric and Public Address 
have little in common with some of the folks in 
theatre, oral interpretation, applied communication, 
cross-cultural communication and the like. 
This response also does not describe Speech Communication as 
aparadigmatic. It could be inferred from this answer that 
while there may be no overarching paradigm for the field, 
the sub-disciplines are operating under divergent paradigms. 
Thus, this response is interpreted to say that Speech Commu-
nication is preparadigmatic. 
In the following answer, an editor made a case for 
aparadigmatic status within Speech Communication. He 
enumerated: 
(1) The foci of communication are not well 
defined 
(2) The set of concepts central to the development 
of a paradigm have yet to be identified and 
agreed upon 
(3) Trendiness of scholarly norm in the field 
(4) The representatives of the field are not agreed 
that Speech Communication is a science. 
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Finally, one editor supplied this example of a differ-
ent interpretation of paradigm where paradigm is located in 
the individual scholar and not represented by the field of 
scholars: 
••• you cannot 'have any paradigms' if according to 
your definition 'it includes agreements'... I may 
have a paradigm (as I do) as an individual scholar 
about which there are no general agreements; as an 
editor I take the field as·it is. 
This response is interpreted as aparadigmatic because if 
~ scholar adheres to a different paradigm (clearly pos-
sible based on his answer), no paradigm consensus could be 
reached within the field. 
Thus, these last two comments reflect the current 
opinion regarding the development of Speech Communication as 
described in the literature review. Pluralism of approach 
seems to be supported as an admirable characteristic of the 
field for these editors. Overall, only two of the five 
editors gave aparadigmatic answers to question four. These 
conclusions lend further credence to the definition of 
Speech Communication as being in a preparadigmatic stage. 
Question 5 
If paradigms do not influence your editorial decisions 
and practices, what factors do guide your evaluation proce-
dures? Five editors responded while only two were expected 
to respond (due to answering question one "yes" and question 
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two "no"). However, again, responses did not conflict with 
previous answers. One editor explained an important cri-
teria as the ability to argue one's case: 
The ultimate criterion of evaluation is "so what?" 
Does this manuscript (study) involve a contribution 
to our knowledge/understanding of communication? If 
so, how much? In what way? Does the study lead to 
continued inquiry and programmatic inquiry into fur-
ther knowledge/understanding of communication? (the 
where-do-we-go-from-here criterion). 
Other evaluative factors cited by editors greatly resembled 
criteria listed in the ranking section of Part A in the 
Editors' responses 
included: 
We are seeking and favoring reports of studies that 
extend or challenge any established theory in the 
field. 
Clarity and Originality. 
Quality of theoretical development, quality of exe-
cution of design and procedures. 
Thor oughnes s of invest i ga ti ons, val id i ty of r e-
sults .•• vividness of style, cogency of analyses, 
etc. 
These responses clearly reflect the criteria for manu-
script evaluation as identified in Part A of the Survey ot. 
Editors. The question then is: To what degree do these 
responses reflect paradigm? To assess this question, the 
editor responses were analyzed in relation to the content 
categories constructed for this study. If these editor 
responses were not reflective of paradigm, they logically 
should not fit into the content categories. It seems all of 
the five responses can fit into the behavioristic category 
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because they emphasize descr iptive, empir ical, scientif ic, 
etc. criteria for evaluation (see Content Categories, Chap-
ter II). Thus, based on this question, all of these editors 
operate within the context of paradigm even if they do not 
identify it as such. Therefore, these responses add further 
support to the identification of Speech Communication as a 
preparadigmatic discipline. 
Question 6 
If paradigms do not influence your editorial decisions 
and practices, what factors do? Following survey direc-
tions, six editors responded to guest ion six (answering 
guest ion one "no" and guestion four). The answers were 
similar to those of guest ion five, having two editors refer 
back to their misplaced answers in guest ion five. Thus the 
Survey of Editors needs revision due to this overlap. Revi-
sion of this instrument would involve eliminating guest ion 
~ because of its confused redundancy. However, one editor 
who responded appropriately to guest ion six stated: 
My decisions are influenced by (1) whether the con-
tributor is addressing a significant question in 
communication, (2) whether he or she devised an ac-
ceptable means of answering it, (3) whether the con-
clusions drawn from the inquiry are warranted and 
defensible, and (4) how weIll, 2, 3, are estab-
lished in the written report. 
While the previous answers (to guest ion five) fit within the 
behavioristic content category, this response to guestion 
~ appears broader and more inclusive. Therefore, this 
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response could be considered a description of standards of 
scholarship, rather than paradigm. 
Question 7 
Do you think that paradigm development is important 
for the maturation of Speech Communication as an academic 
discipline? Why? Why not? The funda.mental response from 
ten of the eleven journal editors was "no" (one editor did 
not respond to this question). While five of the ten 
answered "yes," they qualified their answers in such a way 
that two of them were evaluated as "no" conclusions. There-
fore, their answers included seven "no's", two "yes's," and 
one equi vocal. 
The "yes" and "no" responses to this question took 
several forms. Qne form involved rejecting a "single" para-
digm approach (although five editor responses echoed this 
theme, three are listed because the other two are merely 
redundant) : 
Rigid agreements on paradigms can freeze a discipline. 
A single paradigm approach ••• is suicidal. 
I do not subscribe (and I know of no others who do) 
to Thomas Kuhn's notion of a 'mature' discipline as 
one with a recognizable and specifiable single para-
digm. Qur academic discipline is multiparadigmatic, 
which I personally feel is more realistic and ulti-
mately healthier than the quest for a single disci-
pI ine [paradigm]. 
These responses can be thought of as the "don't fence 
me in" standard adopted by many in the field as evidenced in 
the Literature Review (e.g., diversity) and other editor 
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responses to Part B of this survey. In addition, these 
responses represent a resistance to the concept and connota-
tion of the idea of paradigm. For these editors, paradigm 
infers limitations/constraints on the practice of Speech 
Communication. This inference to the concept may be due to 
the controversy surrounding the term "paradigm" just as it 
may be due to an overreaction on the discipline's part to 
being pigeonholed into a particular scholarly mode (e.g., 
Hovland school during the 1950's). 
A second group of answers related to the idea that 
while paradigm may be used to describe science, it hardly 
applies to Speech Communication: 
Only if the field predominately views itself as a 
science. So long as it does not, maturation will be 
measured against other criteria • 
•.. 1 think it [paradigm] is a useful 'scientific' 
construct but not terribly useful in a discipline 
heavily dependent on criticism for its intellectual 
development. 
These responses appear to present an approach to Speech 
Communication that rejects the scientific model and defines 
very different functions for the discipline. Thus, for 
these editors, paradigm is meaningful only in the context of 
science. 
Finally, responses included a belief that a commitment 
to some sort of theoretical perspective to guide research is 
important. In contrast to the first form of qualified 
responses, editors indicated a need for a variety of inter-
ests but that the individual researcher would decide on 
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his/her commitment to a certain program of investigation. 
Editors remarked: 
Doing research in the absence of a paradigm of 
awareness (if not commitment) is gathering data with 
little direction and without some ultimate purpose 
leading to cumulative development of understanding/ 
knowledge of communication. Without cumulative de-
velopment we don't 'do research'; we only gather 
data. 
The definition of paradigm given on page 4 is con-
voluted and ambiguous. Clearly, any academic dis-
cipline needs scholarship to develop, extend, and 
constantly challenge theoretical development in a 
discipline. If that is what 'paradigm development' 
means, yes it is important. 
We need to do good research--in any way that is 
appropriate to our questions. If out of this a 
paradigm grows, ok. If not, that's ok too. 
These last three comments, unlike the previous ones, 
embrace paradigm as a useful organizing principle. These 
responses seem to be in "agreement with" the concept that is 
related to Kuhn's discussion of paradigm (see Literature 
Review). Thus, paradigm for these editors can help the 
discipline develop, but only in certain respects. While two 
editors clearly support paradigm, the third was a bit more 
equivocal on the issue. 
Thus, three patterns of response are evident in this 
question: a rejection of a single paradigm approach; a 
paradigm is useful but only in the context of science ap-
proach; and a belief that something is needed to organize 
and guide research in Speech Communication. Only two edi-
tors believed that paradigm clearly could serve the third 
function. 
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Therefore, paradigm is clearly seen as useful for 
discipline development by only two of the ten editors. 
These data underscore the confusion and disagreement with 
the concept of paradigm. While some editors believe an 
organizing principle is needed, they are not sure that it 
should be a paradigm. These responses also demonstrate the 
diversity of approach in the field (e.g., preparadigmatic as 
evidenced in the behavioristic and humanistic dichotomy). 
Conclusions 
Based on the above data, hypothesis one is moderately 
supported. Question one demonstrated that four of the 
eleven editors agreed that paradigms exist in the discipline 
and are reflected in their journals (two were undecided) and 
five said "no" to question one. In addition, question three 
was used to test this hypothesis, with the results that five 
of the eleven editors were able to state there was more than 
one paradigm in the field (resulting in a 46% affirmation 
rate). Question f..ru.u. was also used as a test in that three 
of the five editors who said "no" to question one (no 
paradigms) actually ended up discussing information that 
could be interpreted as fitting the description of the 
behavioristic paradigm. These three responses plus the 
original four who answered "yes" to question one, make a 
total of seven editors actually discussing paradigm in 
Speech Communication. This means that 63% of the eleven 
editors evidenced paradigm in their responses leading to the 
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conclusion that paradigms, as described in this study, do in 
fact exist in the discipline. This is further confirmed by 
the fact that all identified paradigms fit into the ~ priori 
content categories (behavioristic/humanistic/other) as well 
as those responses given for "no paradigms" in question 
f..QJ.u.. The fact that the edi tor responses (both those 
answers clearly identifying paradigms and those where para-
digm was inferred; e.g., question four) fit into the content 
categories developed for this study suggests that Speech 
Communication is in a preparadigmatic stage. Thus, based on 
the evidence supplied in answers to Part B of the Survey of 
Editors, hypothesis one is accepted. 
Finally, there was a recurring theme in answers to 
question two and question seven that bear repeating. Edi-
tors stated that while paradigms may be operative within the 
field, their main interest was in quality theoretical and 
investigative scholarship rather than whether a manuscript 
was in compliance with a particular paradigm. These views 
reflect similar conclusions drawn in the literature which 
suggests that while paradigms may operate within the field, 
they do not seem to get incorporated as organizing prin-
ciples ~~. Therefore, the functions that paradigm might 
serve in greater paradigm-developed fields such as Physics 
or Chemistry may not be desirable to the discipline of 
Speech Communication. 
III 
The final chapter of this thesis includes a descrip-
tion of the limits of the study, gives a summary of the 
overall conclusions of the investigation, and offers sugges-
tions for future research. 
CHAPTER IV 
~IMITS OF THE STUDY, SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS 
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Understanding what passes for knowledge and the 
dissemination of information within a scholarly community is 
important for the accumulation of knowledge and the develop-
ment of disciplines. One significant contributor to know-
ledge diffusion is the scholarly journal, a formal communi-
cative channel. This investigation sought to gain insight 
into the journal publication process within the field of 
Speech Communication. In this portion of the thesis, limi-
tations of the study are delineated, conclusions of the 
research project are recapitulated, and areas for future 
research are explored. 
I. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
This research project was exploratory in nature. Six 
general factors limited the results of this investigation. 
(1) The fundamental external constraint on this 
project came from a lack of a body of literature on paradigm 
development in Speech Communication. While several authors 
dealt with speculative and theoretical aspects of the issues 
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raised in this thesis, other systematic research has not 
been done. For this reason, the writer consulted work 
conducted in the physical and social sciences to extract 
relevant variables that were then applied to Speech 
Communication. 
(2) Although Beyer's (1978) study influenced many of 
the parameters set for this research project, her basic 
premise of assessing universalistic and particularistic 
criteria for judging scholarly work were deemed too complex 
for an exploratory study of paradigm development in Speech 
Communication. Instead, her hypotheses relating to testing 
degree of paradigm development as indicated by less diffi-
culty in arriving at decisions for manuscript acceptance or 
rejection, length of article, manuscript revision, and 
length of time between manuscript submission and publication 
were incorporated into this study as sub-hypotheses. In 
addition, while she conducted a one-way analysis of variance 
to see if there were significant differences between high 
paradigm developed fields (Physics, n=7; Chemistry, n=9) and 
low paradigm developed fields (Sociology, n=9; Political 
Science, n=6), her sample size was so small that her tests 
of significance are open for debate. As a result, this 
study was limited to descriptive statistics and made no 
attempts to inferentially relate the means of one discipline 
to another. Because of the differences in statistical 
analyses, the data for Speech Communication are presented in 
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conj unction with Beyer's results using means for both sets 
of data only. 
(3) Beyer's conclusion that the number of journal 
pages devoted to book reviews as an indicator of paradigm 
development where more pages of book reviews inferred lesser 
paradigm development (Physics, 10.0 pages; Chemistry, 14.3 
pages; Sociology, 97.6 pages; Political Science, 162.5 
pages) is also open to question. One could speculate as to 
why book reviews are or are not included in journals. One 
reason could be journal space and priority of articles to 
book reviews due to limited funds for producing each volume. 
Another is that the physical sciences have journals devoted 
solely to book reviews and the social sciences have recently 
introduced such journals. Or, Beyer may have made a correct 
assessment, for as Hagstrom (1965) commented, "Formal com-
munication in the sciences is primarily carried on through 
articles appear ing in scientif ic journals. Books are also 
important, but not as important as they were, or as they are 
now in the social sciences" (p. 23). Clearly, based on 
Beyer's data, there is no direct way to infer the importance 
or unimportance of number of pages of book reviews to 
greater or lesser paradigm development. This limitation of 
Beyer's data is also a limit to this investigation. 
(4) The format of Part B of the questionnaire was 
problematic in that editors did not follow directions 
correctly. While there is no way to know positively if this 
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fact influenced the way editors responded to the questions, 
it appears that all relevant information was supplied. 
(5) The definition of paradigm (contained in Part B 
of the Survey of Editors) was an internal limiting factor. 
Because of the kinds of information sought, it was necessary 
to supply a definition of paradigm for the editors to 
respond to. Any definition could potentially have posed 
problems for this study in that there is much debate sur-
rounding the concept, of paradigm itself. Therefore, 
Rossiter's (1977) definition was chosen because it came from 
the Speech Communication literature and was sufficiently 
explicit for editors to respond to the questionnaire. In 
addition, some of the editors found Rossiter's definition 
problematic and in their remarks explained why they did not 
like it. Because editors were allowed to respond to open-
ended questions, the definition of paradigm offered in the 
survey did not necessarily constrain their responses. The 
definition seemed to be able to tap relevant information and 
the findings seemed to mitigate any limitations the defini-
tion may have imposed. 
(6) Finally, the sample chosen for this project was 
limiting to the extent that only one component of the manu-
script selection process were consulted. Editors were 
chosen because of their gatekeeping role and precedent set 
in other fields (cf. Beyer, 1978; Pfeffer, et al., 1977; 
Yoels, 1974; Crane, 1967). Although referees also share 
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some of the manuscript selection responsibility, it was 
determined that the inclusion of referees was beyond the 
scope of this exploratory investigation. Further research 
on this topic should include the peer review system. 
Since external and internal limitations to research 
are part and parcel of the research process, the importance 
of the limits must be weighed in relation to the relevance 
of the findings. In this case, nearly all of the major 
Speech Communication journals were surveyed, and there was a 
100% return of the questionnaires. with the use of appro-
priate statistical profiles, the results of this investiga-
tion seem to accurately reflect Speech Communication journal 
editors' opinions of paradigm development within the field. 
II. SUMMARY 
For the most part, hypotheses generated in this study 
to examine journal editorial policies and practices were 
affirmed. The first hypothesis was directed toward finding 
out journal editor opinion of paradigm development within 
the discipline of Speech Communication and was testea in 
Part B of the Survey of Editors questionnaire. The overall 
conclusion was that the discussion of paradigm within the 
field is probably misdirected. This assertion is based on 
editors' presumed discomfort with the term paradigm to 
describe discipline development. While several editors 
believed Speech Communication had paradigms, most felt that 
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the idea of a single paradigm in the field was too restrict-
ing and therefore not desirable. Similarly, editors seemed 
to prefer to think of the field as broad-based and eclectic. 
This perspective, however, confounds another interest of 
these editors which was the perceived need of some sort of 
organizing principle for improving scholarship. These 
concerns were evidenced in editor expectations of the direc-
tion their respective journals should take and in their 
interest in research guidelines. Editor responses seemed to 
indicate that there was possibly more consensus in the field 
than they want to acknowledge. This conclusion was derived 
from the description by the editors of at least one paradigm 
in the field coupled with their vested interest in describ-
ing the field as diversified. 
The second hypothesis and four sub-hypotheses tested 
in Part A of the Survey of Editors lent understanding to the 
degree of paradigm development within the field. In a few 
of the var iables tested such as rate of manuscr ipt accept-
ance, time lags between manuscript submission and publica-
tion, and the percentage of manuscripts refereed, Speech 
Communication appeared to be closer to the physical sciences 
than were the social sciences. The overall conclusion, 
however, is that Speech Communication has less paradigm 
development than do the social sciences. An interesting 
phenomenon within Speech Communication was that there were 
more steps in the manuscript review process than there were 
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in the other disciplines examined but that this did not 
hamper time efficiency to publication. That is, manuscripts 
submitted to Speech Communication journals were evaluated, 
revised, and published in less time than were manuscripts 
submitted to either Sociology or Political Science journals. 
Regardless of whether one views paradigm as having 
merits or limitations as an organizing principle that could 
provide guidelines for research, Speech Communication jour-
nal editors seem to be looking elsewhere for such guidance. 
In this sense, understanding what is deemed viable for 
theoretical, methodological, and investigative work within 
the discipline should be explored. While we are neither 
truly a social nor a physical science, we are greatly influ-
enced by disciplines that are. Therefore, understanding who 
we are and what we do can only help us improve on our 
scholarship and our maturation as a discipline. To this 
end, this study has made a small contribution to understand-
ing the gatekeeping policies and practices. Obviously much 
more internal review is needed to determine the development 
and direction the field is and should be taking. 
III. FUTURE RESEARCH 
As an exploratory study into Speech Communication, 
this research focused on getting a better understanding of 
the inner workings of the discipline. Much more critical 
reflection is needed for clarifying the production and use 
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of knowledge within the field. Based on the broad conclu-
sions ar rived at dur ing this investigation, strategies for 
future research might include the following: 
(1) An examination of the peer review system within 
the discipline to add to further clarification/understanding 
of the gatekeeping function served. Especially useful would 
be the exploration of whether there is a difference in 
referee evaluation of manuscripts by specialist and non-
specialist reviewers. 
(2) There should be research into rejected 
manuscripts: Why was it (the manuscript) rejected, how many 
times was it rejected, did the author ever get it published? 
If not, why not? This information could be useful in 
assessing standards for scholarship, and whether or not 
innovation is getting a fair hearing within the field. 
(3) Informal communication channels such as confer-
ences and association meetings should be examined for clari-
fication of their impact on the production, diffusion and 
use of knowledge within the discipline (Hagstrom, 1965). 
(4) Inquiry into the role books play within the 
knowledge exchange system of the field would also help to 
explain the character of the discipline (Beyer and Snipper, 
1974) • 
(5) Further research of the behaviorist/humanist 
dichotomy should be undertaken of a representative sample 
(e.g., professors, versus this study's editors) to assess 
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the efficacy of these paradigms as descriptions of the 
discipline. 
(6) How do the various journals within the discipline 
operate? A case study of a journal, tracking the entire 
decision-making processes of the editor, could shed light on 
the scope of his/her gatekeeping function and the influence 
of his/her decisions on what is published (Smigel and Ross, 
1970) . 
(7) Since Speech Communication had only a slightly 
better acceptance rate (19%) than did Sociology and Politi-
cal Science (both at 13%), investigation as to whether 
articles are rejected in Speech Communication on a Type I 
(false positive) or Type II (false negative) basis is impor-
tant for understanding the discipline's receptivity to 
innovation (Beyer, 1978; Zuckerman and Merton, 1970). 
While research similar to that proposed above has been 
done in other fields, monitoring our own knowledge creation, 
diffusion and utilization can only aid in our growth and 
development as a discipline. Since "communication" is our 
focal point, we must examine the theoretical and methodolog-
ical messages we send and receive. From this sort of evalu-
ation, then, we will be able to continue to build and main-
tain our community of scholars and improve the quality of 
knowledge we produce. 
A SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Barbour, Ian G. Myths. Models and Paradigms: A Comparative 
Study in Science and Religion. New York: Harper and 
Row Publishers, 1974. 
Benson, Thomas W. "On Getting Published: An Editor's Per-
spective," The PennsylvaniA_iE~~£h_~QmmYni£A~iQn 
Annual, 35 (1979), 9-14. 
Berardo, Felix M. "The Publication Process: An Editor's 
Perspective," Journal of Marriage and the FamilY, 43 
(1981), 771-779. 
Beyer, Janice M. 
Subjective 
Educa tion," 
557. 
and Ruben Snipper. "Obj ective Versus 
Indicators of Quality in Graduate 
Sociology of Education, 47 (1974), 541-
Beyer, Janice M. "Editorial Policies and Practices Among 
Leading Journals in Four Scientific Fields," ~ 
Sociological Ouarterly, 19 (1978), 66-88. 
Bochner, Arthur P. "Wither Communication Theory and 
Research?," ~h~-UYAI~~A~~_~QYAngl_Q~_~E~~, 63 
(1977), 324-332. 
Borden, George A. and John D. Stone. .H.!.lman Communication: 
~h~_.f_(Q£~'§'.Q_Q.f_.R~~A~ing. Men loP ark, Cal if. : 
Cummings Publishing Company, Inc., 1976. 
Bottomore, Tom. "Competing Paradigms in Macrosociology." 
In Annual Review of Sociology, pp. 191-202. Edited by 
Alex Inkeles, James Coleman, and Neil Smelser. Palo 
Alto, Calif.: Annual Reviews, 1975. 
Bowers, John Waite and James J. Bradac. "Issues in Communi-
cation Theory: A Metatheoretical Analysis." In 
~munication Yearbook ~, pp. 1-27. Edited by Michael 
Burgoon. New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction 
Books, 1982. 
Browning, L. D. "A Grounded Organizational Communication 
Theory Derived from Qualitative Data," ,CQIDmunication 
Monographs, 45 (1978), 93-109. 
122. 
Campbell, Paul. "An Overview of Four C'Jromon Errors in 
Reporting Statistical Informatlon in Journal 
Articles," Journal of M..9..L..L!~ and the FamlJ .. Y, 43 
(1981), 285-292. 
Carroll, Michael P. "Considerations on the Analysis of 
Variance Paradigm," .£acific Sociolo';3ica;" Rey1~1l, 15 
(1972), 443-459. 
Chambers, J. M. and Agnes M. Herzberg. "A Note on the Gctme 
of Refereeing," Applied Statistics, 17 (1968), 260-
263. 
Cole, Stephen and Jonathan R. Cole. "Scientific Output and 
Recognition: A Study in the Operation of the Reward 
S y s t em inS c i en c e ," AID e ric an Soc i 010 g i s t, 3 2 (19 6 7) , 
377-390. 
Social Stratificfttion in Sci~. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1973. 
Crane, Diane. "The Gatekeepers of Science: Some Factors 
Affecting the Selection of Articles for Scientific 
Journals," AIIlerican Sociologist, 2 (1967) 195-20l. 
Invisible Colleges; Diffusion of Kno~ledge in 
SC ienti f ic Comm.Y.D.i ties. Ch icago: Uni ve r s i ty of 
Chicago Press, 1972. 
Cronen, Vernon E. and Leslie K. Davis. "Alternative 
Approaches for the Communication Theorist: Problems 
in the Laws - Rules - Systems Trichotomy," liMm£n 
~jmmunication Research, 4 (1978), 120-128. 
Cronkhite, Gary and JO Liska. "Introduction," Nestern 
Journal of Speech Comm~nication, 41 (1977),3-8. 
Cushman, Donald P. "The Rules Perspective as a Theoretical 
Basis for the Study of Human Communication," 
Communication Ouarterly, 25 (1977), 30-45. 
_____ --: and W. Barnett Pearce. "General i ty and Neces-
sity in Three Types of Theory About Human Comrn~nica­
tion with Special Attention to Rules Theory," llYIDgn 
~munication Research, 3 (1977), 344-353. 
Dance, Frank E. X. "Pr ef ace." In Hyman Communication 
Theory: Comparative Essays, pp. ix-xi~. Edited by 
Frank E. X. Dance. New York: HarpE.:r and Row, 
Publishers, 1982. 
123 
Delia, Jesse G. "Alternative Perspectives for tr'r: st\.ldy of 
Human Communication: Criti~ue and Response," 
Communication Ouarterly, 25 (1977), 46-62. 
and Lawrence Grossberg. "Interpretation and 
Evidence," Western Journal of Sueech Communication, 41 
(1977), 32-42. 
"The Future of Graduate Education in Speech 
Communication: A Personal Perspective," ~mmun~.cat.i.on 
Education, 28 (1979), 271-281. 
______ , B. J. O'Keefe and D. J. O'Keefe. "The Construc-
tivist Approach to Communication." In Human Communi-
cation Theory; comE~£~~iY~_E§§gy~, pp. 147-191. 
Edited by Frank E. X. Dance. New York: Hurper and 
Row Publishers, 1982. 
Denisoff, R. S., O. Callahan and M. H. Levine. Theorie~!l.Q 
~~~~gigm§_in_~Qn~~m£QK£~Y_~Q~iQ1Qgy. Itasca, 
Illinois: F. E. Peacock, 1974. 
Donohue, William A., Donald P. Cushman and Robert E. 
Nofsinger. "Creating and Confronting Social Order: A 
Comparison of Rules Perspectives," Western Journal Qf 
Speech Communication, 44 (1980), 5-19. 
Douglas, Jack D. "The Rhetoric of Science and the Origins 
of Statistical Thought: The Case of Durkheim's 
Suicide." In The Phenomenon of Sociology, pp. 44-57. 
Edited by Edward A. Tiryakian. New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1971. 
Eckberg, Douglas Lee and Lester Hill, Jr. "The Paradigm 
Concept and Sociology: A Critical Review," American 
Sociological Reyiew, 44 (1979), 925-937. 
E f f rat, An d r e w • " Power tot h ePa r ad i g m s : An Ed ito ria 1 
Introduction," ~ciological Inguiry, 42 (1972), 3-34. 
Fisher, Aubrey B. "Evidence Varies with Theoretical 
Perspective," Western Journal of Speech Communication, 
41 (1977), 9-19. 
"In Retrospect," Nestern Journal of Speech 
.cmnmunication, 41 (1977), 43-49. 
"The Pragmatic Perspective of Human Communica-
tion: A View from System Theory." In Human Communi-
£~~1Qn_~h~Q~yL-_~QmEg~~t1y~_~~§, pp. 192-219. 
Edited by Frank E. X. Dance. New York: Harper and 
Row Publishers, 1982. 
124 
Friedrich, Gus. "From the Editor," Communication Education, 
30 (1981),448. 
Friedrichs, Robert W. A Sociology of Sociology. New York: 
Free Press, 1970. 
Garfield, Eugene. "Publishing Referees' Names and Comments 
Could Make A Thankless and Belated Task A Timely and 
Rewarding Activity." In Essays of An Information 
Scientist. 1962-1973, Vol. 1, pp. 435-437. Edited by 
Eugene Garfield. Philadelphia: lSI Press, 1977. 
Gaston, J., H. R. Lantz and C. R. Snyder. "Publ ica tion 
Criteria for Promotion in Ph.D. Graduate Departments," 
American Sociologist, 10 (1975), 239-242. 
Glase r, B. w. and A. M. S tr aus s. The Discoye ry of Grounded 
Theory; Strategies for Qualitatiye Research. Chicago: 
Aldine, 1967. 
Goodall, H. Lloyd, Jr. and Gerald M. Phillips. "Assumptions 
of the Burden: Science or Criticism?," ~munication 
Quarterly, 29 (1981), 283-296. 
Gordon, Michael D. "The Role of Referees in Scientific 
communication." In The Psychology of written .c.runmuni-
cation: Selected Readings, pp. 263-275. Edited by 
James Hartley. London: Kogan Page, 1980. 
Gouran, Dennis S. "Speech Communication Its Conceptual 
Foundation and Disciplinary Status," ~mmunication 
Education, 26 (1979), 1-8. 
Grossberg, Lawrence and Jesse G. Delia. "In Response," 
western Journal of Speech Communication, 41 (1977), 
53-56. 
Gutting, Gary. "Introduction." In Paradigms and Revo-
lutions; Appraisals and Applications of Thomas Kuhn's 
Philosophy of Science, pp. 1-21. Bdi ted by Gary 
Gutting. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1980. 
Hagstrom, Warren O. The Scientific Community. New York.: 
Basic Books, 1965. 
Harper, Nancy L. HYman Communication Theory: The History 
of a Paradigm. Rochelle Park, New Jersey: Hayden 
Book Company, Inc. , 1979. 
125 
Hawes, Leonard C. "Alternative Theoretical Bases: ~oward A 
Presuppositional Critique," Communication Qyarter..l.y, 
25 (1977), 63-68. 
Jones, Robert. "Rights, Wrcngs and Referees," N.§.~ 
Scientist, 21 March 1974, 758-i59. 
Kerlinger, Fred N. Foundations of Behavioral Research. 
edition. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 
1973. 
2nd 
Inc., 
King, M. D. "Reason, Tr adi tion, and the Pr og r es si venes s of 
Science." In Paradigms and Reyolutions: Appraisals and 
Applications of Thomas Kuhn's Philosophy of Scienc~, 
pp. 97-116. Edited by Gary Gutting. Notre Dame: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 1980. 
Kuc kl ick, H. "A' Scien tif ic Revol u tion I: Soci olog i cal 
Theory in the United States," Sociological Inquiry, 43 
(1972), 2-22. 
Kuhn, Thomas S. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962. 
______ • The Structure of Scientific Reyolutions. 2nd 
edition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970. 
Lehman, T. and R. T. Young. "From Conflict Theory to 
Conflict Methodology: An Emerging Paradigm for 
Sociology," Sociological Inquiry, 44 (1974), 15-28. 
Liska, Jo and Gary Cronkhite. "Epilogue for Apologia: On 
the Convergent Validation of Epistemologies," Western 
Journal of Speech Communication, 41 (1977), 57-65. 
Littlejohn, Stephen W. "An Overview of Contributions to 
Human Communication Theory from Other Disciplines." 
In RYman Communication Theory: Comparative Essays, 
pp. 243-285. Edited by Frank E. X. Dance. New York: 
Harper and Row Publishers, 1982. 
Lockwood, Willard A. 
Standards. n In 
17. Edited by 
Modern Language 
"The Decision to Publish: Scholarly 
Scholars and Their Publishers, pp. 6-
Weldon A. Kefauver. New York: The 
Association of America, 1977. 
Lodahl, Janice Berger and Gerald Gordon. "The Structure of 
Scientific Fields and the Functioning of University 
Graduate Departments," American Sociological RevieH, 
37 (1972), 57-72. 
li.6 
___________ • "Funding the Sciences in University Depart-
ments," Educational Record, 54 (1973), 74-82. 
MacRae, Duncan Jr. The Soc ial Funct iQ1L.Qf Soc i a 1. Scll.n.~~. 
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976. 
McCutchen, Charles. "An Evolved Conspiracy," ~ Scienti~, 
29 April 1976, 225. 
Mahoney, Michael J. 
cal Imperative. 
ing Co., 1976. 
Scientist as Subject: ~ psychologi-
Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger Publish-
Marlier, John T. "What Is Speech Communication Anyway?," 
Communication Education, 29 (1980), 324-327. 
Masterman, Margaret. "The Nature of A Paradigm." In 
Criticism and the GrQHth of KnoHledge, pp. 59-89. 
Edited by Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1970. 
Merton, Robert K. "The Matthew Effect," Science, 159 
(1968), 56-63. 
Miller, G. R., and C. R. Berger. "On Keeping the Faith in 
Matters Scientific," Western Journal of Speech ComIDY= 
nication, 42 (1978), 44-57. 
Miller, G. R. "'Tis the Season to Be Jolly: A Yuletide 
1980 Assessment of Communication Research," liJ.!IDM 
Communication Research, 7 (1981), 371-377. 
Mulkay, M. J. The Social Process of Innovation: A Study in 
the Sociology of Science. London: MacMillian Press 
Ltd., 1972. 
"Three Models of Scientific Development," 
Sociological Reyiew, 23 (1975), 509-526. 
Mullins, Carolyn J. A Guide to Nriting and Publishing in 
the Social and Behayioral Sciences. New York: John 
Wiley and Sons, 1977. 
Mullins, Nicholas C. Science: Some Sociological Perspec-
tiyes. Indianapol is: The Bobbs-Mer r ill Company, 
Inc., 1973. 
O'Keefe, Daniel J. "Logical Empiricism and the Study of 
Human Communication," Speech Monographs, 42 (1975), 
171-183. 
127 
Palmer, Lane. "The Scientific Method: A W'riter's Best 
Friend," The Humanist, 42 (1982),29+. 
Paulson, Stanley F. "Speech Commu~ication and the Survival 
of Academ ic Discipl ines," .communication Education, 29 
(1980),319-323. 
Pear;::e, W. Barnett. "Consensual Rules i.n Interperso:1al 
Communication: A R~ply to Cushman and Whi t.l.ng," 
Journal of Communication, 23 (1973), 160-168. 
______ • "Meta theoretical Concerns in Communica tion," 
Communication Quarterly, 25 (1977), 3-6. 
"The 'Ecumenical Spirit': A Reply to Miller 
and Berger," Nestern Journal Qf Soeech Communication, 
42 (1978), 276-281. 
Pfeffer, Jeffrey, Antony Leong, and Katherine Strehl. 
"Paradigm Development and Particularism: Journal 
Publ ica tion in Th r ee Sc i en ti f ic Discipl ines," .s....ocial 
Forces, 55 (1977), 938-951. 
Phillips, Derek L. Knoli~~ge From Nhat?j 
Methods in Social Research. Chicago: 
and Company, 1971. 
Th~.§.£'? and 
Rand McNally 
Phillips, Gerald M. "Science and the Study of Human 
Communication: An Inquiry from the Other Side of the 
Two Cultures," Human Communication Research, 7 (1981), 
361-370. 
Remus, William. "Strategies for a Publish or Perish World 
Qr Why Journals Are Unreadable," Interfaces, 8 (1977), 
64-69. 
"Why Academic Journals Are Unreadable: The 
Referees' Crucial Role," Interfaces, 10 (1980), 87-90. 
Ritzer, George. Sociology: A M~iple Paradigm Science. 
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1975. 
Rogers, Everett M. "The Empirical and the Critical Schools 
of Communication Research." In Communication Yearbook 
2, pp. 125-144. Edi ted by Michael Bur goon. New 
Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Books, 1982. 
Rosenthal, Robert. "The 'File Drawer Problem' and Tolerance 
for Null Results," Psychological Bulletin, 86 (1979), 
638-641. 
128 
Rossiter, Charles M. "Models of Paradiglliatic Change," 
Communication Quarterly, 25 (1977), 69-73. 
Ruben, Brent D. and John M. ~~Tiemann. "The Diffusion of 
Scientific Information in the Communication 
Discipline: Conceptualization and Proposition," 
Communication Quarterly, 27 (1979),47-53. 
Sanders, Robert E. "The Question of a Paradigm for the 
Study of Speech-Using Behavior," The Quarterly Journal 
of Speech, 59 (1973), 1-10. 
___________ and L. W. Martin. "Grammatical Rules and Expla-
nation of Behavior," Inquiry, 18 (1975), 65-82. 
Scheidel, Thomas M. "Evidence Varies with Phases of 
Inquiry," Western Journal of Speech~munication, 41 
(1977), 20-31. 
______ • "Afterthoughts," Nestern Journal of Speech 
Communication, 41 (1977), 50-52. 
Sherman, L. W. "Uses of the Masters," American Sociolc:nist, 
9(1974),176-181. 
Silverman, Robert J. "The Education Editor as Futurist," 
Teachers College Record, 77 (1976), 473-493. 
______ • "The Education Journal Editor: A Portrait," 
Boston University Journal of Education, 158 (1976), 
39-68. 
Smigel, Erwin Q. and H. Laurence Ross. "Factors in the 
Editorial Decision," American Sociologist,S (1970), 
19-21. 
Steward, Larry A. "Attitudes Toward Communication: The 
Content Analysis of Interviews with Eight Reticent and 
Eight Non-Reticent College Students." Diss. 
Pennsylvania State University, 1968. 
Stone, Phillip J., Dexter C. Dunphy, Marshall S. Smith and 
Daniel M. Qgilvie. The General In~er; A Computer 
Approach-t2 __ C=o~n~t~e~n_t.~A~n=a_l~y=s_i~s. Cambridge, Mass.: The 
M.l.T. Press, 1966. 
Tucker, Raymond K., Richard L. Weaver II, and Cynthia 
Berryman-Fink. Research in Speech Comillgni££~iQn. 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1981. 
129 
Wall, Edward C. "Ruminations on Becoming Published." In 
Directory of Publishing Opportunities in Journals aug 
£~~iQgi~~l~, pp. ix-xi. 5th edition. Chicago: 
Marquis Academic Media, Marquis Who's Who, Inc., 1981. 
Walsh, D. "Sociology and the Social World." In ~ Direc-
tions in Sociological Theory, pp. 15-36. Edited by 
Paul Filmer, Michael Phillipson, David Silverman, and 
David Walsh. Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1972. 
Warwick, Donald P. and Charles A. Lininger. ~he Sam~ 
Survey: Theory and Practice. New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1975. 
Westhues, Kenneth. "Class and Organization as Paradigms in 
Social Science," American Sociologist, 11 (1976), 38-
48. 
Williams, L. Pearce. "Normal 
Revolutions and the History of 
and the Gro~th of Kno~ledge, 
Imre Lakatos and Alan Musgrave. 
University Press, 1970. 
Science, Scientific 
Science." In Criticism 
pp. 49-50. Edited by 
Cambridge: Cambridge 
Yoels, William C. "Destiny or Dynasty: Doctoral Origins 
and Appointment Patterns of Editors of the American 
Sociological Review," American Sociologist, 6 (1971), 
134-139. 
___________ • "The Structure of Scientific Fields and the 
Allocation of Editorships on Scientific Journals: 
Some Observations on the Pol i tics of Know ledge," ~ 
Sociological Quarterly, 15 (1974), 264-276. 
Ziman, John. Public Kno~ledge: An Essay Concerning the 
~Q£igl_~iill~n§iQn_Qi_S£i~n~~. Cambridge, Great 
Britain: Cambridge University Press, 1968. 
______ ~---. The Force of Knowledge: The Scientific pimen-
sion of Society. Cambridge, Great Britain: Cambridge 
University Press, 1976. 
Zuckerman, Harriet and Robert K. Merton. "Patterns of 
Evaluation in Science: Institutionalisation, 
Structure, and Functions of the Referee System," 
Minerya,9 (197l), 66-100. 
PORTL~N:J 
STATE 
UNIVERS'TY 
P 0 bo_ 751 
PO'1:a"'oj crear· .... 
9i'207 
503 229·3531 
collelJE.- 01 
al1s- ana lelle·~. 
Clepan"!1Cn: 01 
st:l'i:'c' .:o~rr:un.catIOfl 
I 
APPENDIX A 
November 10, 1982 
Dear Professor 
Attached to this letter you will find a portion of a questionnaire that 
is part of my thesis project. I would appreciate your assistance in 
determining the clarity and validity of the questions I have written. 
Would you take a few moments to answer the questions as directed. Your 
completion of this questionnaire will constitute a pilot study of the 
instrument. 
In completing these questions, please act as if you were an editor for a 
: major Speech Conmunication journal. If you have any suggestions or 
I 
1 
conments, please put them on the blank sheet attached to the questionnaire. 
As I am under strict time constraints, it is essential that the question-
naire is completed and submitted to Dr. Larry Steward by Tuesday, November 
16, 1982. 
thank you for your cooperation and I look forward to your conments. 
Cordially, 
Laurie Houghton 
Graduate Student 
APPENDIX B 
Part B 
Please answer the following que.tion. fully. 
R08siter has interpreted paradigm to mean. 
a world yiew about how theoretical work should be done in a 
particular subject area which i8 .hared by those who actually 
do theoretical work in that subject area. It includes agreement. 
about. assumptions about the nature of the subject areas or 
phenomenon about which theory is being built, variables which 
are most important for study to understand the phenomenon about 
which theory i9 being built! and acceptable aethods for supporting 
assertions about the pheno .. non about which theory is being 
built. (1977.70) 
Please respond to the re8t of the questionnaire bearing this definition 
in mind. 
1. What is your as.essment of paradigm development within the discipline 
o! Speech Communication? Do you think we have a paradigm(s)? 
yes 
----- If -yes- go to question 2. 
_no 
It -no· go to question 4. 
2. If you agree that there are paradigms operating within the field, 
would you label it/them and describe their philosophical underpinnings? 
That is, what makes the paradigms(s) ~au describe distinctive? 
CO TO QUESTION J. 
Rossiter, Charles M. ·Models of Paradigmatic Change· Communication 
Quarterly (Winter 1977. 25.69-7') 
132 
,. Former journal editor Felix Berardo of the Journal of Marriage and 
the Family contends that -the formula of a successful author is a 
quality manuscript bas~d on research grounded in an established 
paradigm- (19811771). Do paradigms influence your editorial decisions 
and practices? 
yes 
----- If -yes- in what ways? 
no 
If -no- go to question S. 
GO TO QUESTION 7. 
4. If you believe there are no paradigms within the field of Speech 
Communication. how did you come to that conclusion? That is, what 
makes you think there are no paradigms? 
GO TO QUESTION 6. 
s. If paradigms do not influence your editorial decisions and practices. 
what factors do guide your eValuation procedures? 
GO TO QUESTION 7. 
Berardo, Felix M. -The Publication Processl An Bdit~r'B Perspective-
Journal of Marriage and the Family (November 1981. 43'771-779) 
6. If paradigms do not influence your editorial decisions and practices, 
what factors do? 
GO TO QUESTION 7. 
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7. Do you think that paradigm development is important for the maturation 
of Speech Communication as an academic discipline? Why? Why not? 
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY. 
APPENDIX C 
OVERVIEW OF PHONE CONVERSATION 
Hello--
My name is Laurie Houghton and I am a graduate student in the Speech 
Communication Department at Portland State University in Portland, 
Oregon. 
I am contacting you because I am conducting a survey to gather infor-
mation regarding editorial practices for my masterlsthesis. The 
study focuses on the degree to which journals in the field of Speech 
Communication reflect conceptual agreements and differences concern-
ing manuscript acceptance and rejection. I am also interested in 
your views on the idea of paradigm development within the discipline. 
As the editor of you are in a unique position to pro-
vide the necessary information concerning editorial practices in our 
field. I am calling to request your participation in my study. 
I would like to send you a short questionnaire that will take 
approximately 20 minutes of your time to complete. 
Also, I would like to mention that the sample size of this study 
consists of 11 participants. So ••• in a very real sense you are one 
of very few who can provide the valuable information needed to con-
clude this research project. 
1111 be sending the questionnaire by registered mail to insure its 
safe delivery. What address would you like me to send it to? A 
response at your earliest convenience would be greatly appreciated. 
Thank you. 
PO~TLAND 
STATE 
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APPENDIX D 
It was a pleasure talking with you the other day. As 
I mentioned in the phone conversation, I am a graduate 
student in Speech Communication at Portland State University 
and am conducting a survey to gather information regarding 
editorial policies and practices. This study focuses on 
the degree to which journals in the field of Speech Communi-
cation reflect conceptual agreements and differences con-
cerning manuscript acceptance and rejection. In addition, 
an integral part of this study includes identifying editor's 
views on the idea of paradigm development within the 
discipline of Speech Communication. 
Because Speech Communication is still in its formative 
stage as an academic discipline, the sample selected for 
research is relatively small, eleven participants in total. 
Therefore, your full participation in this study would be 
greatly appreciated and would significantly add to the 
body of knowledge concerning the field as a whole. Although 
all journals will be identified, answers will be coded for 
anonymity. If you are interested in the findings of this 
study you can so indicate by marking the response box 
provided on the last page of the questionnaire. Study results 
will be forwarded during the third week 6f January, 198;. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact ~e 
at (503) 245-1725. Thank you for your time and participation 
in this study. I look forward to receiving your response. 
Cordially, 
Laurie A. Houghton, Graduate Student 
Department of Speech Co~~unication 
Po~t1and State University 
Portland, oregon 
Enclosures 
APPENDIX E 
SURVEY OF EDITORS 
Age Academic Specialty ________________________ _ 
Highest Degree Achieved ______ __ Institution of Degree 
PART A 
In terms of the articles sent to you for publication during 1981. 
would you specify thel 
Current rate of acceEtance of acceEted manuscriEts 
~ require no revision 
~ require minor revision, not resubmitted to referees 
" require minor revision, resubmitted to referees 
" require major revision, resubmitted to referees 
~ require major revision, treated like new submission 
Refereeing Erocess 
~ of manuscripts refereed 
" 
of manuscripts not refereed that are rejected 
~ of manuscripts refereed by more than one referee 
" 
of lIanuscripts unanimously accepted by referees 
_______ " of manuscripts unanimously rejected by referees 
_______ ~ of manuscripts leading to referee disagreement 
What are the procedures you use for handling referee disagreement? 
-2-
!ime periods for publication 
______________ number of .onths between submission and publication of 
a typical aanuscript 
______________ shortest interval to publication 
______________ number of months between decision to publish and actual 
publication 
______________ number of months required for publication process 
exclusively 
Please rank, using the following scale, the importance of criteria 
used in considering manuscripts, wheres (1). not at all 
____ originality 
____ logical rigor 
(2) • somewhat important 
() • very important but not 
essential 
(4) • essential 
_____ mathematical/statistical rigor 
________ compatibility with generally accepted disciplinary 
ethics 
_______ clarity and conciseness of writing style 
______ relevance to current areas of research 
________ theoretical significance 
____ positive findings 
________ negative results 
____ replicabili ty 
________ coverage of significant literature 
______ applicability to practical or applied problems 
137 
General publication information 
_______ number of manuBcripts submitted annually 
_______ tenure of present editor 
_______ tenure of previous editor 
What was your original intention for the direction and focus of your journal that you wished to display upon assuming your editorship? 
What obstacles, if any. have you encountered in the realization of 
the above? 
Can you identify any changes or modifications in your original intent? 
138 
139 
-4-
~ 
Please answer the following questions fully. If further space is required 
to complete your answer, please use the back of the questionnaire pages 
and number your response according to the question you are answering. 
Rossiter has interpreted paradigm to meanl 
••• a world view about how theoretical work should be done in a 
particular subject area which is shared by those who actually 
do theoretical work in that subject area. It includes agreements 
about 1 assumptions about the nature of the subject areas or 
phenomenon about which theory is being builtJ variables which 
are most important for study to understand the phenomenon about 
which theory is being builtJ and acceptable methods for supporting 
assertions about the phenomenon about which theory is being 
built. (1977170). 
Please respond to the rest of the questionnaire bearing this 
definition in mind. 
1. What is your assessment of paradigm development within the discipline 
of Speech Communication as reflected in your journal? 
Do you think we have any paradigms? Yes 
If -yes- go to question 2. 
No 
If -no· go to question 4. 
2. Former journal editor Felix Berardo of the Journal of Marriage and 
the Family contends that -the formula of a successful author is a 
quality manuscript based on research grounded in an established 
paradigm- (19811771). Do paradigms influence your editorial 
decisions and practices? 
Yes 
- If -yes,· in what ways? 
No 
If ·no· go to question S. 
Berardo, Felix M. -The Publication Processl An Editor's Pers~ective· 
Journal of Marriage and the Family (November 1981, 4;1771-179). 
Rossiter, C(harles M. -Mode13 of Paradigmatic Change- Communication QUarterlY Winter 1977, 2Slb9-?;). 
-5-
J. If you agree that there are operative paradigms as indicated in 
question 1. would you label each one and describe its philosophical 
underpinnings? That is;-;nat makes the paradIgm you describe 
distinctive? 
GO TO QUESTION 1. 
4. If you believe there are no paradigms within the field of Speech 
Communication, could you briefly outline your reasons for that 
conclusion? 
GO TO QUESTION 6. 
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5. If paradigms do not influence your editorial decisions and practices. 
what factors do guide your evaluation procedures? 
GO TO QUESTION 7. 
141 
-6-
6. If paradigms do not influence your editorial decisions and practices, 
what factors do? 
GO 10 QUESTION 1. 
7. Do you think that paradigm development is important for the maturation 
of Speech Communication as an academic discipline? Why? Why not? 
D 
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY. 
I am interested in the results of this study. 
summary report. 
Please send me the 
